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Cooperation to carry forward with our 

allies constructive, realistic programs for 
common defense and-particularly to pro
gress and provide a better life for folks in 
the less developed areas of the world. 

Effectively resolve problems arising out of 
differing economic, social, and political views 
among the free nations themselves-without 
"unsettling rifts" in our relationships. 

Further strengthening our economy 
2. We must maintain and further 

strengthen the economy at home. This in
volves: Encouragement of a sound money 
policy to stimulate growth and expansion 
of our free enterprise system and halt in
flation; the surplus of over $1 billion for 
tl.scal year 1960--like the dramatic "slow
down" of intlation-lllustrates that it can be 
done. Encourage full employment-now at 
an alltime high of 68.6 million; also we 
must wipe out remaining pockets of unem
ployment. Further brighten the outlook for 
job-creating free enterprise-95 percent of 
which are small businesses, through appro
priate modification of the tax laws; effec
tive employment of the antitrust laws; and 
similar actions. Further expand our hous
ing program-to provide new and better 
homes, apartments, and other types of hous
ing for more Americans. Carry on construc
tive conservation of our natural resources; 
and other measures. 

Programs for human progress 
3. As our times are new, we must also· 

adopt new programs for preservation of hu
man rights and promoting human progress. 
In an economically healthy country, we 
should-and must-create ever greater op
portunity for our people in all walks of life. 
This includes: Assuring opportunity for 
workers to engage-and succeed-in a chosen 
vocation; providing necessary care-as well 
as opportunity to continue to contribute to 
community and national life-for our aging 
folks; establishing more creative youth
development programs; expanding our edu
cational opportunities for the increasing 
students of school age, as well as for adult 
education; assuring protection-and oppor
tunity to exercise constitutional rights for 
all citizens. 

These, of course, are only highlights of 
complex fields in which we need to keep 
moving forward with our fast-advancing 
times. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, AuGUST 11, 1960 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal Spirit, amid the tensions of 
these terrific days we seek in Thy pres
ence a saving experience of inner quiet 
and certainty. 

Our ears are filled with the world's 
angry din. We must find Thee as a 
strong foundation that storms cannot 
shake, as a deep well that droughts can
not exhaust, as a citadel of refuge that 
no foe can invade. 

We come in deep anxiety concerning 
the world the next generation will in
herit from our hands. 

Facing decisions freighted with des
tiny, unite our hearts and minds, we be
seech Thee, in a mighty purpose that 
our Nation's strength, material and 

Analysis of Khrushchev's schizophrenic 
policies 

Now, let's take a look around the world. 
We recognize, of course, that peace and se
curity are necessary-in fact, essential to 
survival-in this nuclear-missile age. Any 
consideration of the outlook for peace, and 
threats to our security, almost magnetically 
focus upon the Communists-the major 
troublemakers and threats to peace. 

Regrettably, we continue to witness se
quences of erratic, contradictory, illogical 
action by Khrushchev and the Soviet Gov
ernment. Currently, efforts are being made 
to analyze the motivations behind such on
and-off, hot-and-cold, alternative "missile
threats and sweet-talk" policies. For one 
who looks for logic, adherence to reason and 
principles, respect for national order and 
law, and desire for peace, however, the utter
logs and actions of Khrushchev almost defy 
interpretation. 

Recently, Prime Minister Macmillan, of 
Great Britain, wrote to Premier Khrushchev, 
saying, "I simply do not understand what 
your purpose is today." 

There is one theory-which, recently, has 
appeared to "shed some light" qn Mr. Khru
shchev's seemingly schizophrenic policies: A 
number of years ago, a Russian scientist 
named Pavlov-by experimentation--dis
covered that if one dealt consistently in an 
inconsistent way with animals, the . result 
was confusion and hysteria. In practice, he 
would alternately "pat them"-then "kick 
them"-for the same thing. 

Apparently, Khrushchev is adopting a 
similar theory in his world policy. However, 
I believe we should not-and must not-be 
fooled by his Pavlovian tactics. 
SETTING THE COMMUNIST RECORD "STRAIGHT" 

To better deal with these contradictory 
policies, we-and the world-need to do a 
little "skywriting"-nationally and inter
nationally-to more clearly distinguish the 
great differences between the Soviets' "word 
and deed." Let me cite a few examples: (1) 
Since World War II, the Soviets-seemingly 
in good faith--entered into over 40 top-level 
agreements with the United States. As it 
served their purposes, however, they :fla
grantly have broken over 37 of these treaties. 
(2) Contradictorily, the Soviet Premier 
preaches against imperialism outside the 
Iron and Bamboo Curtains; meanwhile the 

spiritual, be dedicated to throw open 
the gates of more abundant life for all 
mankind. We ask it in the Name which 
is above every name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 

and by unai:limous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Wednesday, August 10, 1960, was dis
pensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 

Communist blocs are bui1ding within their 
orbits-and attempting to extend-a great 
Colonial Empire. (3) Indulging in wild
and many times refutable-accusations 
against the United States and the West, for 
espionage, the Sino-Soviet bloc has created 
the greatest international conspiratorial, 
criminal-type ring of espionage and sub
version known in world history. ( 4) Under 
guise of creating a "classless society,'' com
munism-in practice-has created a new, 
privileged class, both in China and the Soviet 
Union. Although the Communists number 
only about 2-4 percent in Red China, and 
4-6 percent of the population in the Soviet 
Union, they, as a new, privileged class, "get 
the plums," dominate and enrich themselves 
in power and wealth at the expense of the 
common people of their countries; as well, 
they "siphon off" the wealth, manpower and 
national resources of the countries they 
dominate. ( 5) Under the ruse of the oft
repeated "peaceful, or competitive coexist
ence," the Communists are carrying on--on 
a warlike schedule-espionage, sabotage, 
subversion and other penetrations of the 
free world. Among free people, the idea of 
coexistence, historically, has been consid
ered an inherent right of all nations. 

For the Communists, however, this does 
represent a deviation from the old, Leninist 
line-still adhered to by Red China-that 
there must ultimately be a war between the 
capitalist and Communist nations. 

Fundamentally, this is one of the reasons 
for the recent "spat" between Moscow and 
Peiping. Still in the first stages of com
munism-Red China finds it convenient, 
perhaps to a large degree for internal, propa
ganda consumption-to advocate war, for 
ultimate conquest of the world by commu
nism. 

Even though Mr. K., however, professes 
adherence to the concept of peaceful coexist
ence, his alley-brawl tactics-translated into 
Soviet policies on the international level
include anything-right or wrong, legal or 
lllegal-if it will forward the Communist ef
forts toward domination of the world. 

CONCLUSION 

In the days ahead, we must set Mr. K. 
straight. By this I mean: We should make 
it evident that as always we shall continu
ously be ready and willing-regardless of an 

. election-to protect the ramparts of freedom. 

nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, under the rule, there will be the 
usual morning hour; and I ask unani
mous consent that statements in connec
tion therewith be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
DEVELOPMENT OF LATIN AMERICA AND RECON

STRUCTION OF CHILE 

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
provide for assistance in the development of 
La tin America and in the reconstruction of 
Chile, and for other purposes (with an ac-
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companying paper); to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 
REPORT ON PERSONAL AND REAL PROPERTY RE

CEIVED AND DISPOSED OF BY STATE SURPLUS 
PROPERTY AGENCIES 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on personal and real property 
received by State surplus property agencies 
and disposed of to public health and educa
tional institutions, covering the period April 
1 through June 30, 1960 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 
REPORT ON PROVISION OF WAR RISK INSURANCE 

AND CERTAIN MARINE AND LIABILITY INSUR
ANCE FOR AMERICAN PUBLIC 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on the provision of war risk insurance 
and certain marine and liabill ty insurance 
for the American public, as of June 30, 1960 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
REPORT ON BACKLOG OF PENDING APPLICATIONS 

AND HEARING CASES IN THE FEDERAL COM
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

A letter from the Acting Chairman, Fed
eral Communications Commission, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
backlog of pending applications and hearing 
cases in that Commission, as of May 31, 1960 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL ON ADMINIS-

TRATION OF FOREIGN AGENTS REGISTRATION 

AcT 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, his report on the 
administration of the Foreign Agents Regis
tration Act of 1938, for the period January 1, 
1955 to December 31, 1959 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
OPERATION OF WELFARE AND PENSlON PLANS 

DISCLOSURE ACT--REPORT AND RECOMMENDA

TIONS 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report and recom
mendations on the operation of the Welfare 
and Pension .Plans Disclosure Act, for the pe
riod January 1, 1959-June 30, 1960 (with an 
accompanying document); to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. KERR, from the Committee on 

Public Works, without amendment: 
S. 3625. A bill to establish a Waba-sh Ba-sin 

Interagency Water Resources Commission 
( Rept. No. 1835). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BIBLE (by request): 
S. 3833. A bill to provide for the incorpora

tion of certain nonprofit corporations in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 

S. 3834. A bill to increase the maximum 
amount which may be borrowed by the Dis
trict of Columbia for use in the construc
tion and improvement of its sanitary and 
combined sewer systems, and for other pur
poses; and 

s. 3835. A bill to authorize the District of 
Columbia Civil War Centennial Commission 
to plan and carry out in the District of 
Columbia civic programs in commemoration 

of the 100th anniversary of the Civil War; 
to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis
trict of Columbia, the Secretary of the In
terior, and the Secretary of Defense to make 
certain property of the District and of the 
United States available for the use of such 
Commission; to authorize the said Commis
sioners to make certain regulations and 
permit certain uses to be made of public 
space, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

RESOLUTION 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PERMANENT 

UNITED NATIONS FORCE 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, the current crisis in the troubled 
Republic of the Congo is unhappily not 
yet resolved. But it has already served 
as a dramatic reminder of the important 
role which a United Nations Police force 
can play in certain critical areas. 

I am submitting today, for appropri
ate reference, a resolution which would 
again express the sense of the Senate 
that such a United Nations force be 
established as a permanent arm of the 
United Nations. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of my 
resolution be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas twice in recent years, · an emer
gency force of the United Nations has 
demonstrated its usefulness as an instru
ment for international order and security, 
and 

Whereas a United Nations force can make 
an important contribution to the mainte
nance of conditions of peace and stability 
among nations, through such noncombatant 
functions as observation, patrol, guard duty, 
truce supervision, and the like, and 

Whereas a United Nations force organized 
on a permanent basis, with advance provi
sion for its transport and supply, could be 
made quickly available at troubled points 
throughout the world: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen
ate that--

(a) A United Nations force of a similar 
character to the United Nations Emergency 
Force in the Middle East and the United 
Nations military force in the Congo should 
be made a permanent arm of the United 
Nations; 

(b) Such a force should be composed of 
units made available by members of the 
United Nations: Provided, That no such 
units should be accepted from permanent 
members of the Security Council; 

(c) Consideration should be given to ar
rangements whereby individuals would be 
allowed to volunteer for service with such 
a force: Provided, That individuals who are 
nationals of permanent members of the Se
curity Council should not be acceptable; 

(d) Equipment and expenses of such a 
force should be provided by the United Na
tions out of its regular budget. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. There is no 
need, Mr. President, for a lengthy ex
position of why a permanent United Na
tions force, immediately available for 
duty in troubled areas, can be an ex
tremely useful factor in the prevention 
of conflict. We have only to recall that 
many international crises of major im
portance have arisen over matters which 
seemed at the outset to be of only geo
graphically limited consequence. There 

is always the danger of global conflict 
when nations believe they have no alter
native to their own intervention in such 
circumstances. 

The speed and efficiency with which 
the United Nations Secretary General 
Dag Hammarskjold, has improvised 
noncombatant United Nations forces has 
been truly remarkable. On November 
5, 1956, the United Nations General As
sembly authorized the establishment of a 
United Nations emergency force to se
cure and supervise a cease-fire in the 
Middle East. Only 10 days later, the first 
advance contingents of the hastily as
sembled United Nations force were land
ing in the Suez Canal Zone. On July 14 
of this year, the United Nations Security 
Council authorized the Secretary Gen
eral to provide military assistance to the 
Republic of the Congo. Within 2 days 
United Nations Under Secretary Ralph J: 
Bunche, serving as the United Nations 
commander ad interim in the Congo, 
was deploying the first United Nations 
troops in Leopoldville. 

These were both heroic feats of or
ganization, as well as United Nations 
diplomacy. And they were greatly aided 
by logistical and airlift support provided 
by the United States, although neither 
the Middle East nor the Congo United 
Nations forces contain units from any 
of the great powers who are permanent 
members of the United Nations Security 
Council. 

Efficient as these actions were, how
ever, we should, I believe, regard them as 
a spur to further development rather 
than as a cause for complacency. The 
arrival of the first contingents of the 
U.N. units was, in both cases, only the 
start of a lengthy process of building up 
an adequate United Nations force. A 
number of weeks were required in 1956 
to bring the United Nations Emergency 
Force up to a strength of 6,000 men. The 
process of United Nations buildup in the 
Congo this summer was more rapid and 
on a larger scale, with 12,000 United 
Nations troops now on the scene. But 
even today the U.N. force in the Congo 
is still incomplete. We should not have 
to rely upon improvisations, however 
brilliantly conceived and executed. The 
United Nations should be in a position to 
deploy its forces where needed, quickly 
and at full rather than token strength 
from the outset. The world can afford 
no less for the ability of the United Na
tions to field such a force, with little or 
no advance warning, which may at some 
future time be of crucial importance in 
preserving peace. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Senate has on 
a number of occasions in the past gone 
on record in support of a U.N. Police 
force. Indeed, I was one of those who 
joined in sponsoring a similar resolution, 
Senate Resolution 15, which passed the 
Senate in 1957. I believe, Mr. President, 
that the reiteration of this basic view at 
this time, and its updating in the light 
of recent events, would be extremely 
helpful. It would express our urgent 
concern with this practical and attain
able step toward strengthening the 
peace-preserving authority of the United 
Nations. 
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For a number of reasons I believe it 
would be desirable to refrain from ex
pressing detailed suggestions on the or
ganization of such a force. 

Many persons would no doubt prefer 
to see a United Nations force composed 
entirely of volunteers recruited on an in
dividual basis, rather than composed of 
units furnished · by individual states. 
Many would, I am sure, like to specify 
that a permanent United Nations force 
should be fully equipped with its own ve
hicles, tactical aircraft, and the full 
means for its own air transport and sup
ply. But, even though the cost of such 
a force would be almost negligible in 
comparison to the cost of the armed 
forces maintained by any one of the ma
jor powers, they would be large in com
parison to the regular budget of the 
United Nations. Many States might 
object vigorously to a substantial in
crease in :flnancial burdens which they 
already consider heavy. 

My resolution, therefore, does not take 
the position that national units held in 
readiness by individual nations should 
be excluded. It does not express the 
view that contractual arrangements by 
the United Nations with individual 
states to provide transportation and 
equipment are undesirable. But it does 
imply that any such arrangements 
should be established on a regular basis 
so that the United Nations Police force 
may move ahead instantly when it is 
needed and it would express the sense 
of the Senate that consideration should 
be given to arrangements to permit in
dividuals to volunteer for service. 

The resolution I am submitting today 
does express one principle which is ex
tremely important to the successful func
tioning of such a force. That is, neither 
country units nor individual volunteers 
should come from the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council-China, 
France, Great Britain, U.S.S.R., and the 
United States. The opportunities for 
the successful functioning of such a 
force depend upon a large measure of 
agreement among the members of the 
United Nations, either in the Security 
Council or the General Assembly. Such 
agreement is more likely if none of the 
great powers is in a position where it 
may be suspected of attempting to use 
or to infiuence the United Nations force 
for its own purposes. The absence of 
troops from the great powers should also 
make the admission of the United Na
tions force more acceptable to any State 
or States whose territory is involved. 

Mr. President, this resolution takes no 
position on the difficult problem of en
forcement action by the United Nations 
involving what amounts to war on behalf 
of the international organization. We 
are concerned here with a noncombatant 
force which would undertake such func
tions as observation, patrol, guard duty, 
truce supervision, and similar functions. 
Such activities, ca.rried out promptly and 
effectively, may well help to put out 
sparks before they touch off a major 
confiagration. At our present state of 
development of military technology, 
where an accidental war could destroy 
tens or hundreds of millions of people 
just as thoroughly as a war resulting 

from planned aggression, I believe it is 
incumbent upon us to support any prom
ising opportunity to reduce confiict at 
the earliest possible stage. A permanent 
United Nations force represents such an 
opportunity. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu
tion will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 359) was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND
MENTS OF 1960-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. GOLDWATER submitted amend

ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill (S. 3758) to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amend
ed, to provide coverage for employees of 
large enterprises engaged in retail trade 
or service and of other employers en
gaged in activities affecting commerce, 
to increase the minimum wage under the 
act to $1.25 an hour, and for other pur
poses, which were ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

ADDRESSES, 
CLES, ETC., 
RECORD 

EDITORIALS, ARTI
PRINTED IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

.By Mr. ROBERTSON: 
Address delivered by him at the annual 

meeting of the Shenandoah Valley Electric 
Cooperative, Harrisonburg, Va., on August 9, 
1960. 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Statement by him, entitled "Soviets Tear 

Down United Nations," and an editorial on 
the same subject, pu~llshed in the Milwaukee 
Journal of August 9, 1960. 

ments for the RECORD, and this is the 
morning hour. 

Mr. KEATING. I have no personal 
obj.ection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will resume the call of the roll. 

The call of the roll was resumed. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that fur
ther proceedings under the quorum call 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FROZEN DEFENSE FUNDS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, yesterday the President took issue 
with my statement that $621,302,000 of 
Defense funds had been frozen. 

I do not want to argue with the Presi
dent, and I certainly do not intend to 
question his motives or his good inten
tions. However, there does appear to be 
some confusion about the extent to 
which Department of Defense funds have 
been impounded. Therefore, I would 
like to outline the basic facts, since I 
think they speak for themselves. 

On June 9, 1960, the Office of the Sec
retary of Defense issued a memorandum 
to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force which stated: 

If the Congress makes available more funds 
.for fiscal year 1961 than are requested, and 
where the law does not require expenditure, 
agencies should reserve the increases and 
carry them forward to the maximum prac
tical extent to fiscal year 1962. 

In acting on the Department of De
fense appropriation bill for 1961, the 
Congress made increases of over $1% 
billion and also made various program 
reductions of about $1.1 billion. Inci
dentally, those figures were exactly re
versed in the President's press confer
ence yesterday, I am sure by oversight. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- This resulted in a net increase in appro
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. priations of $661,608,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-. When the 1961 budget was submitted 
tary will call the roll. to the Congress on January 18, the De-

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the partment of Defense issued its first ft.-
roll. nancial plan for fiscal year 1961. This 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- plan showed that all the funds expected 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fur- to be available in fiscal year 1961 would 
ther proceedings under the quorum call be used. 
be dispensed with. On July 7, after the appropriations had 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ob- been made for fiscal year 1961, the De-
ject. partment of Defense issued a revised 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. financial plan. This rev.ised plan, ap
PASTORE in the chair). Objection is parently carrying out the instructions 
raised. - contained in the Secretary of Defense's 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the memorandum of June 9, called for freez
Senator withhold his objection so I may ing $1,097,633,000 of the funds made 
make an insertion in the RECORD? No available for fiscal year 1961. 
Senator desires to talk at this time. All On July 28, I wrote a letter to the 
we are doing is wasting time. Will the Secretary of Defense asking him to ten 
Senator do me the courtesy of withhold- us whether it was still administration 
ing his objection? policy to freeze the additional funds pro-

Mr. KEATING. I like to extend all . vlded by the Congress, or whether these 
the courtesy I can to the majority lead- funds would now be used. On August 2, 
er. I have been requested to object, and I sent the Secretary of Defense another 
I shall have to insist on continuance of letter asking him to give us his specific 
the quorum call, but I shall be glad to recommendations as to any additional 
check to see whether objection is insisted amounts which could be used effectively 
upon. during fiscal year 1961 for the programs 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish the essential to a strengthened national de
Senator would check with whatever fense. 
higher authority there may be, because On August 9, Secretary Gates replied to 
I would like to make some brief state- my letter of July 28. His reply revealed 
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that there had been a partial thaw in 
the funds that had been frozen on July 
7. Whereas, $1,097,633,000 had been 
frozen on July 7, the amount frozen was ·· 
now $621,302,000. 

Apparently the $476,331,000 that has 
now been unfrozen will be used to carry 
out the measures to strengthen our de
fenses, which the President outlined in 
his message to the Congress on Monday. 
While it is disappointing to find that the 
$621,302,000 is still frozen today, I be
lieve the Congress can take some satis
faction from the fact that its foresight 
in providing additional funds has re
sulted in moving forward a strengthened 
defense effort. 

On Monday, when I received Secretary 
Gates' reply to my letter of July 28, I put 
it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SO that 
it would be available to everyone. Ap
p a rently some of the press had difficulty 
understanding the complicated financial 
tables that were part of this reply. I 
understand that a lengthy press confer
ence was held at the Pentagon Monday 
afternoon to explain the meaning of 
Secretary Gates' letter to me. I would 
like to quote brief extracts from three 
stories printed the next day on the basis 
of this Pentagon briefing. 

The Washington Post story was filed 
by the Associated Press under the head
line "Unspent Defense Funds Explained 
by Pentagon." The very first paragraph 
read as follows: 

Defense Department officials confirmed 
yesterday Senate Democratic Leader LYNDON 
B. JOHNSON'S estimate that $621 million 
Oongress voted for defense still is frozen and 
unused. 

The New York Times covered this 
matter as follows: 

The cost of increased defense measures an
nounced by President Eisenhower yesterday 
wlll be $476,331,000, officials said today. 

The administration will continue to hold 
an unallocated $621,302,000, including funds 
that Congress appropriated over the Presi
dent's remonstrations in the $40 million de
fense blll, Pentagon officials explained. 

The Wall Street Journal reported as 
follows: 

Even though Mr. Gates said the adminis
tration does not at present plan to spend 
$621 million of available appropriations, the 
data he submitted indicated only about $551 
million is included in the gross increases 
voted by Congress in this year's defense 
budget. Capitol Hill defense expert.s were 
unable immediately to pinpoint the source 
of all of the other $70 million in unspent 
appropriations. Part of this amount consists 
of $16.9 million, not included in the gross 
budget increase, for construction o! Reserve 
and National Guard buildings which the ad
ministration does not plan to spend. There 
was no indication, however, where other un
spent funds came from. 

At his press conference yesterday the · 
President indicated that he did not know 
that $621 million of defense funds had 
been frozen. He stated that the matter ; 
had not been put before him in those 
terms. 

If the President says that he was not 
informed that these funds were frozen, I 
accept his statement. Nevertheless, 
there can be no question about the fact 
that these funds have been frozen and 
are frozen right now. · 

CVI--1018 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the CONGRESSIONAL REc
ORD a copy of my letter of August 2 to · 
the Secretary of Defense, which has not 
yet been answered. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If I may, I 
should like to have consent to have the 
letter included in the RECORD. I shall 
conclude in a moment, and then I shall 
be glad to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BuR
DICK in the chair> . Is there objection 
to the request of the Senator from 
Texas? 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 

Washington, D.O., August 2, 1960. 
Hon. THOMAS S. GATES, Jr., 
The Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: During the forth
coming session of the Oongress, considera
tion will be given to the need for additional 
funds for the programs essential to a 
strengthened national defense. 

This consideration will cover such pro
grams as Army modernization, Navy mod
ernization, airborne alert, acceleration of bal
listic missile programs, acceleration of mili
t ary satellites, airlift, antisubmarine war
fare, . augmentation of manned bomber ca
pabilities, augmented troop strengths, ex
panded research and development, and other 
high priority programs. 

I should appreciate your advising me now 
whether such additional funds would be 
used, in the event that the Congress, in 
discharging its constitutional responsib111ty 
of providing for the national defense, should 
decide to make additional funds available. 

If so, I should also appreciate your specific 
recommendations as to the amounts that can 
be used effectively during fiscal year 1961, 
what could be accomplished with such funds, 
and which programs the Department of De
fense believes should be augmented or accel
erated in order to assure that America's 
future military strength will be unquestion
ably second to none. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I also ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the REcoRD at this point 
copies of the three newspaper articles 
from which I quoted, and an excerpt 
from President Eisenhower's press con
ference dealing with the question of im
pounding Defense Department appropri
ations. 

There being no objection, the articles 
and excerpt were ordered to be printed 
in the RECoRD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 10, 1960] 
UNSPENT DEFENSE FuNDS EXPLAINED BY 

PENTAGON 
Defense Department officials confirmed 

yesterday Senate Democratic Leader LYNDON 
B. JoHNSON'S estimate that e621 m1111on 
Congress voted for defense still is frozen · 
and unused. 

Still, they said, it may be necessary to 
~k the next Congress and the new admin
istration for more money to meet record 
peacetime military spending, estimated this 
year to reach at least $41.5 b1llion. 
· The reason for not using the $621,302,000 

Congress made available in addition to ad
ministration requests, is that it was ear
marked for· specific items. Pentagon budget 

officials told newsmen. And, they said, the 
administration is not ready to spend money 
on these items. · 

Johnson questioned what the administra
tion would do with additionad funds since 
it had impounded this $621 million, or what 
additional funds would be spent if Congress 
voted them. 

He made his statements in the light of 
President Eisenhower's message to Congress 
Monday, calling for new military prepared
ness actions. 

The Defense Department estimated these 
moves would cost nearly $500 million more. 

This year's defense spending is expected 
to be at least $41.5 billion, a peacetime rec
ord, officials said, and there are still un
estimated expenses involved in toning up 
mmtary strength. 

The defense outlay for the current fiscal 
year is higher than the actual spending in 
any 12 months since World War II except 
for the final year of the Korean confiict, 
when $43.7 billion was spent. 

If more than the appropriated money is 
needed, Pentagon spokesmen explained, it 
will be to pay for such "readiness" prep
arations as keeping a minimum of three at
tack aircraft carriers in the Mediterranean 
and Western Pacific areas. 

Here's what the Defense Department in
tends to do with funds appropriated so far. 

Spend all of the $105,440,000 to hold the 
Army Reserve and National Guard at 
strengths of 300,000 and 400,000. 

Use more than $65 million of the $158 
million Congress approved to modernize the 
Army. Substantial funds will go for more 
M-60 tanks. 

The Air Force will use more than half 
of the additional money voted for develop
ment of the B-70 long-range, supersonic 
strategic bomber. This added money, about 
$100 million, will not produce a finished 
weapons system, but will develop two proto
types already started. 

The Defense Department will use $50 mil
lion of the $83.8 million added by Congress 
to speed the Samos spy satellite program. 

The Navy will start five additional Polaris 
missile-launching submarines and order nu
clear reactors and advance equipment for 
five more. This will absorb all but a little 
over $69 million of the Polaris system 
money voted by Congress. 

It will hold back over $110 million Con
gress voted to start three additional nucleaz 
attack submarines. The Navy will start 
only one this yea-r. 

The Air Force will use all of the $194 
million added by Congress for increased 
airlifts. And it will use all of the $82.9 
million additional for increasing the airborne 
alert capab111ty of the Strategic Air Com
mand. 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 10, 1960] 
WASHINGTON, August 10.-The cost of in

creased defense measures announced by 
President Eisenhower yesterday will be $476,-
331,000, omcials said today. 

The administration will continue to hold 
an unallocated $621,302,000, including funds 
that Congress appropriated over the Presi
dent's remonstrations in the $40 b1llion de
fense b111, Pentagon officials explained. 

They indicated that the President would 
not request more appropriations to meet the 
increased Soviet "truculence" he cited in 
his message to Congress. 

· Previously he had said that if he needed 
more money he would let Congress know. 

Senator LYNDON B. JoHNsoN of Texas, 
the majority leader, denounced the new 
spending plan on the Senate fioor. 

FOR BOLSTERING FI..liSI'S 

The President's move would not have been 
possible without money that the Democratic
controlled Congress voted, he charged. 
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The President, in his message, cited his 
strengthening of the 6th and 7th Fleets, 
plans to build five instead of three more 
Polaris missile submarines, more spend
ing for Army modernization and strategic 
bombing readiness, and increased invest
ments to develop a B-70 high-altitude 
bomber and a Samos reconnaissance satellite. 

The fiscal consequences of the latest de
fense plans were explained by Pentagon 
budget officials at a news conference after 
Defense Secretary Thomas S. Gates, Jr., had 
made public JoHNsoN's request for the in
formation. 

The immediate impact will be that the 
Defense Department will spend $150 million 
more in the current fiscal year than it 
planned when the 12-month period began 
last July 1, the official said. 

This would account for a rise of less than 
half of 1 percent in the total previous 
spending forecast of $41,185 million. An ad
ditional $200 million may be spent on civil
ian pay increases ordered by Congress over 
the President's veto, the officials estimated. 

Although they would contribute to the 
continued record peacetime spending, the 
additional sums contrast with proposals by 
Senator JoHN F. KENNEDY, of Massachusetts, 
the Democratic Presidential candidate, and 
some Republicans who support Governor 
Rockefeller's views for military increases up 
to $3 billion. 

However, it was indicated that neither the 
Democrats nor the Republicans would act to 
increase defense appropriations at this ses
sion of Congress. 

Senator JoHNSON, after having received his 
reply on the Pentagon's budget plans, com
plained that he had received no reply to his 
demands for specific "shopping lists," nor 
to a second letter in which he had asked 
suggestions on what further military appro
priations might be welcomed at the White 
House. 

"In view of the fact that the administra
tion has decided to impound $621,302,000 of 
the funds already provided by Congress, it's 
obvious what its policy would be with re
gard to any additional funds," he com
mented. 

Whether the Democrats will initiate de
fense appropriations must await the answer 
to his second letter to Secretary Gates, he 

for a big increase in defense appropriations 
during this short session of Congress. 

It was learned that Massachusetts Senator 
KENNEDY and Senate Majority Leader JoHN
soN of Texas, the Democratic presidential 
and vice-presidential nominees, made this 
decision, subject to change, folowing dis
closure by Defense Secretary Gates that the 
administration does not currently plan to 
spend $621 million in defense money appro
priated by Congress during its regular ses
sion. Senator JoHNSON had requested the 
Gates statement. The administration isn't 
obliged to spend money appropriated by 
Congress. 

Mr. JoHNSON, while refusing to specifically 
proclaim that no attempt would be made to 
vote additional defense funds in the pre
election session, nevertheless made clear he 
believes the approval of higher appropria
tions would be a waste of time. "In view of 
the fact that the administration has decided 
to impound $621,302,000 of funds already 
provided by the Congress, it's obvious what 
its policy would be with regard to any addi
tional funds ," the Senate leader asserted. 

DEMOCRATIC TACTICS 
The defense spending plans submitted to 

Mr. JoHNSON by Mr. Gates referred to the 
$621 million as "money available for future 
requirements," but Senaltor JoHNSON called 
this "Pentagon gobbledygook for the simple 
word 'i-mpounded.' " 

It appeared likely that Senators KENNEDY 
and JoHNSON would use the Gates disclosure 
in two ways: 

They will contend that, because the admin
istration would put the money in cold stor
age anyway, Mr. KENNEDY is therefore freed 
from his prenomination promise to add $2 
to $3 billion to the defense budget. 

And, they can claim that the impounded 
money stands as evidence of the Republican 
administration's apathy in the defense field. 

Actually, the amount of the Pentagon's un
spent congressional appropriations was much 
higher only a few weeks ago. A July 7 chart 
submitted by Mr. Gates to Senator JOHNSON 
showed $1.1 billion in aggregate unspent 
congressional appropriations. Thus, between 
July 7 and yesterday, the administration de
cided to spend some $500 million of the im
pounded money. 

observed. Mr. JOHNSON iS the Democratic - INCREASE APPROVED 
Vice-Presidential nominee. Congress appropriated a net increase, 

At the Pentagon it was said that the which takes into account certain reductions 
letter probably would be sent within a day in administration-requested programs, of 
or two. But it was made clear at the $750 million over President Eisenhower's 
budget briefing that it would take about 2 final defense budget for the current fiscal 
months to complete studies for the Presi- year that began July 1. But the data sub
dent. mitted by Secretary Gates calculated the 

In the meantime, the officials noted, they gross increase in defense funds, not counting 
would be working on the defense budget offsetting reductions, at about $1.1 billion 
for the 1962 fiscal year. Thus, with Con- over the, final budget after supplemental re
gress no longer in session this fall, it was quests. This gross increase, which does not 
said, only a "crisis" action in which the include military construction funds, makes 
President called Congress into special session up all but a small portion of the ·aggregate 
would provide the opportunity for increased $1.1 billion of the unspent appropriations the 
appropriations. Pentagon had available on July 7. The 

Pentagon officials provided an item-by- President's defense budget requested $39.2 
item analysis of the military budget figures billion for the current fiscal year, not count
that have become political issues in recent _ ing cash for Illilitary construction. 
weeks. The President originally requested Although Senators KENNEDY and JoHNSON 
$39,335 million last January. In April, he are believed to have decided against an at
announced a series of planning changes that tempt to substantially increase defense ap
brought the total down $119 million. In propriations on their own, they probably 
July, after other changes, the total came to would go along with any request by Mr. 
$39,335 million. Eisenhower for increased spending. The 

But Congress appropriated $39,996,608,000, President, in his session-opening message to 
a net of $662,108,000 more than the Presi- Congress Monday, hinted he might request a 
dent had sought. While increasing some modest rise in funds. It is understood that 
programs by $1,900 million, Congress cut Vice President NIXoN, the Republican nomi
others requested by the President by $1,240 nee for President, is in favor of such a boost 
million. in spending. 

Even though Mr. Gates said the adminis
(From the Wall Street Journal, Aug.10, 1960] tration does not at present plan to spend 

WASHINGTON.-Congressional Democratic $621 million of available appropriations, the 
leaders tentatively have decided not to try data he submitted indicated -only about $551 

million is included in the gross increases 
voted by Congress in this year's defense 
budget. Capitol Hill defense experts were 
unable immediately to pinpoint the source of 
all of the other $70 million in unspent ap
propriations. Part of this amount consists 
of $16.9 million, not included in the gross 
budget increase, for construction of Reserve 
and National Guard buildings which the 
administration does not plan to spend. 
There was no indication, however, where 
other unspent funds came from. 

Mr. Gates spelled out to Senator JOHNSON 
how the extra money voted by Congress 
earlier this year will be spent. 

B-70 BOMBER 
About $100 million of $184 million added 

by Congress for development of the pro
posed B-70 long-range supersonic bomber will 
be spent; the President had asked only $85 
million for the plane, for which North Amer
ican Aviation, Inc., is prime contractor. 

. The Pentagon does not now plan to spend 
another $100 million approved by Congress 
for Air Force use either in B-70 development 
or for development of a fighter aircraft. The 
fighter interceptor presumably would be the 
F-106 produced by Convair division of Gen
eral Dynamics Corp. 

SATELLITES 
The Pentagon plans to spend $50 million 

of $83.8 million added by Congress for de
velopment of the Samos earth-girdling spy 
satellite. But Mr. Gates indicated this 
money "will be utilized to provide an alterna
tive approach to certain political phases" of 
satellite development. This would bring to
tal Air Force satellite spending for the fiscal 
year to $427 million. The final version of 
the congressional defense appropriations bill 
provided that the $83.8 million could be used 
for development of the Midas and Discoverer 
satellites and the long-range Minuteman 
missile as well as the Samos. Boeing Air
plane Co. is prime contractor for the Minute
man; Lockheed Aircraft Corp. is developing 
all three satellites. 

POLARIS SUBMARINE 
The Pentagon will spend $312 million of 

the $382 million added by Congress to Mr. 
Eisenhower's request for Polaris missiles and 
Polaris-firing submarines. Mr. Gates indi
cated the administration will not need addi
tional funds in developing a longer range 
Polaris missile-a project disclosed in the 
President's Monday message to Congress. 
The present 1,200-mile Polaris is produced by 
Lockheed and the submarine by Electric Boat 
division of General Dynamics, Newport News 
Shipbuilding & Dry Dock Co., and Navy ship
yard. 

NUCLEAR SUBMARINES 
None of the $161 million added by Congress 

for construction of three additional nuclear
powered attack submarines will be spent by 
the administration. Mr. Eisenhower had 
asked for only enough money to build one 
additional nuclear sub. 

AIRLIFl' 
. An unspecified amount will be spent out 

of the $~00 million added by Congress to the 
$120.4 million asked by the administration to 
buy troop transport and cargo planes. The 
additional money is earmarked for develop
ment of a new turboprop transport plane
either the C-130E designed by Lockheed or 
the CL-44 under development by Canadair 
division of General Dynamics. 

ARMY MODERNIZATION 
The Pentagon plans to spend about $28 

million out of $158 million added by Con
gress for Army modernization to the nearly 
$1 billion asked by Mr. Eisenhower. Mr. 
Gates indicated the additional money would 
be used to speed production of a new Army 
tank. 
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VERBATIM EXCERPl' F'ROM PRESIDENT EISEN

HOWER'S PRESS CONFERENCE AUGUST 10, 
1960 
JAcK BELL (AP). Mr. President, both party 

platforms promised, pledged an acceleration 
in defense and despite the steps you have 
t aken in the last few days and those you 
have outlined, Senator LYNDON JoHNSON 
says that you still do not intend to spend 
$621 mlllion of the money Congress has made 
available. Could you tell us why you decided 
against spending that money? 

THE PRESIDENT. Well, can you tell me how 
you decided that his statement was correct? 

JACK BELL. Sir, I didn't say that his state
ment was correct. I just said that Senator 
JOHNSON--

THE PRESIDENT. You asked me why I de
cided. Well, let's don't go that far. 

JACK BELL. All right. If you--
THE PRESIDENT. I know of no reason for 

anyone to say that I have decided not to 
spend this money. But I'll tell you this
when you make changes in programs that 
remove from the budget some one and 
three-quarters billions of money and put 
back into it about $1.1 billion for other pur
poses, now there's a lot of study and tedious 
allocation and priorities to be settled and 
it's not done in a few weeks. It's a very 
difficult thing. And to say that this money 
has been frozen is-the proposition hasn't 
even been put before me in those terms at 
all, whatsoever. 

Mr. JOI;INSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I have concluded my statement, 
and I yield to my delightful friend from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Texas a 
question. The President has said that he 
knows of no freezing order so far as he 
is concerned. What the Senator has 
read and said indicates to me that the 
total amount has not yet been commit
ted. If the Senator wishes to call the 
funds "frozen" while the plans are in the 
making for the final commitment of the 
funds, I suppose the Senator is entitled to 
do so. But the entire record that the 
Senator has read strongly suggests to 
me that there is no intent to evade the 
purposes of Congress, and that in due 
course the money will be committed. 
That is what I understand the statement 
to mean. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate 
obtaining the reaction of the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Does not the Senator 
think that what I have said is a reason
able interpretation of the President's 
message? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not at all, 
for this reason. Obviously the Senator 
did not hear, or perhaps did not under
stand, all the statement I made. 

First, so far as I know, the President 
has made no reference, as did the Sen
ator from Connecticut, to the order sug
gesting that the agencies reserve all in
creases made by the Congress. I do not 
know that the President mentioned that 
at all. He merely said yesterday, as I 
understood it, that he did not know 
whether the statement was correct, and 
that it had never been put to him in this 
way. 

On June 9, the Secretary of Defense is
sued a memorandum to all Secretaries, 
instructing them not to spend any funds 
appropriated by the Congress over the 
budget request, but to reserve the in-

creases and carry them over to fiscal year 
1962. We might call it impounding, 
freezing, or anything else we wish to 
call it, but the effect is the same-the 
funds are not to be programed, obli
gated, spent, or otherwise used during 
fiscal year 1961. 

Mr. BUSH. But they already did com
mit some of the funds. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Oh, yes. 
The Secretary of Defense has changed 
the Department of Defense financial plan 
since then. That is the point I make. 
I would like to reread the order: 

If the Congress makes available mc;>re 
funds for fiscal year 1961 than are requested, 
and where the law does not require ex
penditure, agencies should reserve the in
creases and carry them forward to the 
maximum practical extent to fiscal year 
1962. 

On July 7, the Department of De
fense financial plan called for reserving 
approximately $1.1 billion. The develop
ments between the time the order was 
issued on June 9, and the time of the 
President's message, obviously dictated 
that approximately $476 million be un
frozen, as I have stated in my statement, 
and the President's message supports the 
statement. 

The Department of Defense issued a 
new financial plan on August 9. This 
changed the amount that was reserved, 
unallocated, frozen, or withheld from 
$1,097 million to $621 million. 

Mr. BUSH. Exactly. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The $476 

million that has been unfrozen will be 
used, I assume, to carry out the purposes 
stated in the President's message. 

I hope that Secretary Gates will tell 
us how much of the $621 million, if any, 
he is going to use during fiscal year 1961. 
His present financial plan shows that he 
will use none of the $621 million during 
the current year. When he made his 
budget, his original plan showed he 
would use fully the entire $40.5 billion 
in new appropriations plus other funds 
available during fiscal year 1961. Then 
Congress increased the amount appro
priated, and he issued instructions not to 
use the increases. He withheld $1.1 
billion, which was to be carried over 
unused into fiscal year 1962, until Con
gress got back in session. Then he re
leased or unfroze $476 million of the 
amount previously reserved. Some of 
these funds are still frozen, however, as 
the Department of Defense officials con
firmed yesterday-and I quote from the 
Associated Press account of the briefing 
given by Department of Defense budget 
officials: 

Defense Department officials confirmed 
yesterday Senate Democratic Leader LYNDON 
B. JoHNSON's estimate that $621 million Con
gress voted for defense still is frozen and 
unused. 

Mr. BUSH. May I ask the Senator 
this question: The Senator is a member 
of the Armed Services Committee, and 
recalls the Defense Reorganization Act 
of 1958. One of the provisions of that 
act, as I recall, was to give the Secretary 
of Defense a greater latitude in the use 
of funds committed to him by Congress, 
so that he is not compelled immediately 

to rush in and spend all the money that 
is given to him or commit it all, but he 
is actually privileged under that act, as 
I recall, to switch funds from one pur-

. pose to another if he thinks the national 
defense requires it. Is that not so? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, and 
under our terms--

Mr. BUSH. Is that not so? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, with

in the limits established by the Appro
priations Acts. 

Mr. BUSH. The intent of Congress 
as expressed in that bill was very im
portant, it seems to me. I observe also 
the very important point the Senator is 
making, that the Secretary of Defense 
has been acting within the power given 
to him under the Defense Reorganiza
tion Act of 1958. Am I wrong in so ob
serving? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; and he 
could be acting under the authority given 
in the Appropriation Act itself to trans
fer funds from one purpose to another. 
The only point I make is that the Presi
dent was not informed of the fact that 
$621 million of fiscal year 1961 funds 
are frozen, although the officials of the 
Defense Department had said the day 
before it was. The Defense Department 
issued an order that it be frozen, and I 
believe the country ought to know that. 

What we are trying to ascertain is 
whether it is going to continue to be 
frozen or whether it will be released, and 
if it is released, when it will be released 
and for what purpose. 

Mr. BUSH. It is not terribly surpris
ing to me that the President would not 
know that there had been some delay 
in committing all that money. I do not 
think he has to be advised from day to 
day. He has confidence in the Secre
tary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, whom he appointed. It seems to 
me the record of the past 7 or 8 years 
justifies our having confidence in the 
President in matters of this kind. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am not 
making any criticism of the President 
for his lack of information. 

Mr. BUSH. The Senator seems to be 
slightly suggesting that he is out of order 
by not knowing. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not at all. 
I merely make the point that he does not 
seem to know, and that my statement 
which was questioned yesterday, was and 
is correct. Obviously the Senator has 
not read the President's statement in 
that connection. 

Mr. BUSH. I was interested in all 
the quotations from it, and I am making 
my comments largely on that basis. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am plac
ing in the RECORD the President's state
ment in response to Mr. Bell. 

Mr. BUSH. I read what the Presi
dent said in his press conference. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. He said 
that--

Mr. BUSH. He said that he was not 
aware of any freezing order, and so 
forth. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No, I do not 
think he referred to the order at all. 
I suspect that he is aware of the order, 
since the Department of Defense memo
randum of June 9 refers to a Cabinet 
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meeting as the original source. There
fore, I assume he must have had some
thing to do with the order or it would not 
have been issued. What the Department 
of Defense did was to lay out a plan in 
January for using all the funds available 
during fiscal year 1961. It came before 
the Congress and got its appropriation. 
Congress increased that appropriation by 
$1% billion, and made various program 
reductions of about $1.1 billion. The 
result was a net increase of $661 million. 

Mr. BUSH. It is about 1% percent of 
the $40 billion appropriated in the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am not 
going into percentages. 

Mr. BUSH. I should like to point out 
that it is a relatively small percentage. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Jan
uary budget request involved a total of 
$40.5 billion, of which $39.3 billion was 
covered by the Department of Defense 
appropriation bill. Following the action 
of Congress adding in $661 million to 
the amount, and increasing the amount 
appropriated to $40 billion, the proper 
authorities in the Defense Department 
issued a revised financial plan based 
upon this appropriation bill and the mil
itary construction appropriation bill. 
This revised financial plan, which was 
issued on July 7, apparently was designed 
to carry out the instructions of the order 
to reserve the increases made by the 
Congress and to carry them over, unused, 
into fiscal year 1962. It was said, "We 
are going to reserve $1,097 million of it." 
That was on July 7. 

On July 28 we wrote the Department 
and asked whether it was to continue 
under the order, to freeze the additional 
amounts provided by the Congress, or 
whether these funds would now be used. 
Secretary Gates' reply showed that $476 
million had been unfrozen. I do not say 
it was improperly released; I do not say 
that with a bad connotation at all. I 
merely say it was a fact. 

Mr. BUSH. What did the Department 
say? It said that already $500 million 
had been committed, did it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We received 
a lengthy reply which was very confus
ing, and which dodged the specific ques
tion altogether of whether the guidance 
issued on June 9 had since been re
scinded or repudiated. But a study of 
all the statistical data submitted showed 
that the Department was releasing $476 
million, and that the new plan was still 
to keep frozen $621 million. The $476 
million was released apparently for the 
purposes stated in the President's mes
sage. 

We asked the Secretary of Defense on 
August 2 to give us his specific recom
mendations as to any additional amounts 
which could 'be effectively used during 
1961 for the programs essential to a 
strengthened national defense. 

The letter is still unanswered. It has 
been made available to Congress. When 
the reply is received, it will be put in the 
RECORD, as has the letter. 

The only point I wish to make is that 
Congress has appropriated a total of ap
proximately $41 billion. The original 
Department of Defense financial plan 
contemplated that there would be no 
funds reserved or frozen during fiscal 

year 1961 and carried over into fiscal 
year 1962. The first revised plan con
templated reserving $1.1 billion of the 
funds available. The second revised 
plan reserves and impounds $621 mil
lion. That is the statement I have made. 
That is the fact. That fact is confirmed. 

Mr. BUSH. I get a good deal of com
fort out of the Senator's analysis. It 
shows that in the Defense Department 
they are using some flexibility, the kind 
of flexibility we intended them to have 
under the Defense Reorganization Act 
of 1958. I think it is very reassuring to 
know that. I am glad the Senator has 
brought up this point. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen
ator gets comfort out of it, I am pleased. 
I merely wish to have the RECORD show 
the facts; that is all. 

Mr. BUSH. Certainly no Senator 
could be more solicitous of the national 
safety than my respected friend from 
Texas, the majority leader. I heartily 
respect his interest in that field. How
ever, I hope that in his comments this 
morning he is not suggesting that we 
make a plan without regard to changing 
times. I would also like to say that I 
get some comfort from the fact that 
we have in reserve, for allocation as sit
uations develop, as much as $600 million, 
out of a total budget of $40 billion in the 
Defense Department. 

I recall very well the debate in com
mittee on the Defense Reorganization 
Act of 1958. We had a great deal of 
testimony on it. One of the two or three 
important · points which emerged from 
the testimony was the lack of flexibility 
in the Defense Department in connection 
with the disposition of funds. 

Therefore, I believe the Senator from 
Texas has done us a service in pointing 
out that the Defense Department is 
using wisely-! hope wisely-the au
thority Congress gave it in the Defense 
Reorganization Act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no 
final disagreement with the Senator. I 
appreciate his comments. I should like 
to observe, however, that the amount 
being reserved, or impounded, or frozen, 
or withheld-whatever word we wish to 
use-is approximately the amount Con
gress placed in the bill in excess of the 
budget estimate. It seems to comply 
with the order issued on June 9 to carry 
the congressional increases forward to 
1962. 

Mr. BUSH. That is an interesting 
coincidence. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The only 
point I wish to make is that this is being 
done. That is what I want the people 
to know. Up until a few days ago, $1.1 
billion was being reserved. However, 
$476 million was released, the President 
said, because of developments. The $621 
million is still being withheld. It may 
very well be that it will be unfrozen down 
the road. However, that is roughly the 
net amount Congress, in its wisdom, put 
in the Department of Defense appropria
tion bill in excess of the budget requests. 

Mr. BUSH. That is an interesting 
coincidence that the Senator points out. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Connecticut is absolutely 
correct. What is forgotten and what did 

not receive emphasis in the colloquy this 
morning are two words that put things in 
an entirely different light. The message 
from the Defense Department said that 
they should defer the 1962 reserve to the 
maximum practical extent. That is 
where the emphasis belongs. When the 
message came up to Congress, what did 
the President talk about? Further mod
ernization, increased emphasis on 
Polaris, the addition of two carriers to 
the fleet, getting out some additional 
B-47's. 

This is a constantly fluid situation. 
There is nothing static about it. There 
cannot be. When we talk about "freez
ing" funds, we are using an entirely mis
taken erroneous word in its application 
here, because if the Defense Department 
does not husband some funds, as they 
assess the fevers and the needs every
where in the world, they could almost 
be charged with some kind of dereliction 
of duty in that they did not take account 
of the situations that arise. 

From time to time we have had em
phasis placed over and over again on the 
fact that we must be ready for some quick 
development, some brush fire, some mar
ginal conflict. In addition thereto, we 
must be constantly alert to the fact that 
we continue with our modernization and 
our weapons systems. I thought the 
President laid that point out pretty well 
in his message to Congress. We can 
never stay in a static situation. So, 
when they said, "You defer to the maxi
mum practical extent," that means one 
thing today, but an entirely different 

. thing tomorrow, depending entirely upon 
developments. Th.at is where the em
phasis should be placed. 

I fully concur in the sentiments ex
pressed by the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut that the Defense De
partment is alert under the Defense Re
organization Act to the needs and the 
new integrations and the new weapons 
systems-all the things that are con
ducive to a powerful defense. 

Mr JOHNSON of Texas. I have no 
disagreement with what the Senator has 
said, except that I should like to have 
the RECORD show that if they now have 
$621 million in reserve, presently unal
located, no such reserve was contem
plated or requested- in the plans origi
nally submitted to the Congress. There
fore, if they have $621 million to draw 
upon, that is because the Congress, in its 
wisdom, supplied approximately that 
amount in excess of the budget request, 
and presumably that is being withheld in 
accordance with the order. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It must be remem
bered always that when we talk about 
using funds, we do not go to a five and 
dime store to buy national defense. The 
word "use" was employed this morning 
in the colloquy. It implies the planning 
that is necessary for preserving a bal
anced defense, and a decision as to how 
much goes here and how much goes there, 
and how much goes in another place. 
Funds are not used overnight. We have 
had lengthy discussions about leadtime, 
and lag. Those are things that occur in 
procurement. 

If $476 million has already been ear
marked, well and good. Certainly they 
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are alert to the situation that obtains 
in the world. With respect to the other 
funds, if the cold war continues, if it 
gets a little hotter, or the fog gets a little 
thicker, perhaps there will be more 
thawing, or if the cold war gets a little 
colder, maybe there will be a little more 
unthawing. Therefore, if we are going 
to deal in thermostatic values-freeze, 
unfreeze, thaw, unthaw, cold war, hot 
war-let us use the same dynamic ter
minology with respect to the employ
ment of these funds. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should 
like to make an observation. I am fear
ful that my delightful friend does not 
understand this picture at all. Admit
tedly, there is--

Mr. DffiKSEN. I do not know 
whether that was a compliment or not. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I think it 
is a compliment. I hope the Senator 
will follow me in what I am about to 
say. I think he will understand the pic
turethen. 

Entirely separate from the $621 mil
lion that has been placed in reserve and 
is planned to be carried over into fiscal 
year 1962 the Department of Defense has 
apportioned almost a billion dollars, but 
has been told that the Department is 
not to use it. If the Senator will permit, 
I should like to place in the RECORD a 
brief paragraph about that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is that what they 
said? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, if you 
know how to interpret the Department 
of Defense reply. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That the Depart
ment should not use it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I want to see that 

language. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. All right. 
Admittedly, some time may be needed 

to make specific program decisions. 
However, this is not a justification for 
the $621,302,000 which is now frozen and 
is not planned to be used during fiscal 
year 1961. Rather, this is the reason the 
Pentagon gives for the fact that $978,-
749,000 has been apportioned to the mili
tary departments, but cannot be used by 
them now since the items involved are 
undergoing further review. In other 
words, the Department of Defense has 
completely frozen $621,302,000. In ad
dition, $978,749,000 for various unspeci
fied programs has, in effect, been placed 
in escrow and the military services can
not proceed to place contracts until the 
individual items are specifically released, 
after completion of current reviews, pre
sumably by the Secretary of Defense and 
Bureau of the Budget. 

I make no criticism of that. I am 
simply trying to inform the Senator. 
That is a billion dollars that I have not 
previously talked about at all. That has 
been allocated to them. But they were 
told, "You cannot use it because the pro
gram or item in question is undergoing 
further review as to the wisdom of it." 
I do not question the wisdom of that 
order. I am trying to be informative. 
That involves $978,749,000. However, 
the explanation of why all the Defense 
Department funds are not released for 
use immediately pertains to this amount, 

and has no relevance to the $621 million 
which under current Defense Depart
ment plans, is not expected to be used 
during fiscal year 1961. 

I asked the Secretary, in my letter of 
July 28, for a statistical summary of the 
amounts available for apportionment 
and the amounts apportioned to date. 
I also requested that an explanation be 
given of all amounts placed in reserve or 
not fully released for obligation or com
mitment. In reply, here is what the 
Secretary's letter said: 

With respect to the funds not yet appor
tioned and the items "apportioned but un
dergoing review," I am sure you appreciate 
that not all service programs are ready to go 
forward at the time the bill is enacted into 
law. For many reasons-technical difficul
ties, changes in concepts, lack of definitive 
plans-additional time is frequently required 
in order to assure the development of valid 
programs. As a matter of good business 
practice, we must assure that the require
ment is still valid in the light of present 
circumstances, and that all significant aspects 
of the program have been properly worked 
out before the funds are released. 

That pertains to the question of the 
Senator from Illinois concerning the 
explanation of the amounts placed in re
serve or not to be released for obliga
tions or commitments. That is the total 
of $978,749,000. These amounts have 
been apportioned, but are being held for 
further review until, as they say, the in
dividual programs can be given further 
consideration. That is not the item I 
am talking about. I am talking about 
the $621 million which, apparently, is 
being carried over for another year 
without any current plan for it to be 
used during fiscal year 1961. 

I hope the Secretary of Defense will 
reply that it will be carried over or that 
it is not to be carried over, or at least 
will tell us what the plans are. His 
original plan called for the full use for 
approved programs of every dollar in the 
budget. The second plan called for re
serving $1.1 billion. His third plan called 
for reserving $621 million. We are 
simply trying to ascertain what his pres
ent plan is. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Why not read the 
language? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have read 
it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I demand 
the regular order. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will abide by the 
regular order. I am only too glad to con
clude. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have read 
the exact paragraph in the Secretary's 
letter which is pertinent. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I read the words about 
deferring the reserve to the practical 
maximum extent. I will follow this up 
in a further discussion, later. I yield the 
floor. 

SEVENTY -ONE-YEAR-OLD COUPLE 
ON SOCIAL SECURITY CAN AF
FORD NOTHING FOR MEDICAL 
CARE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

every day, without exception, since May 
18 while the U.S. Senate has been in 
session I have called the attention of 

my Senate colleagues to the need of 
America's elderly for a Federal program 
of health insurance. 

I did this by speaking out on the Sen
ate :floor in a brief speech and then in
serting into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
SO all the Senators could read them
letters from Wisconsin people telling on 
the basis of their own experience why 
they wanted the U.S. Senate to act to 
provide a program of health insurance 
for the aged. 

I have another such letter today, Mr. 
President, from two of Wisconsin's elder 
citizens, which tells, plainer than any 
statistics can, how they cannot possibly 
afford medical care with their present 
social security payments. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 

DEAR SENATOR: My wife and I are both 71 
years old. We were farmers and are still 
living on the farm now. Three years ago, we 
had to let all our help go because we couldn't 
afford to pay their wages. We couldn't farm 
it alone, either, so we went on social se
curity. 

We have our taxes, farm insurance, and 
car insurance to pay. We each have a small 
insurance policy and a sickness and acci
dent policy, but they don't pay much be
cause we went on them so long ago. 

We still drive our 1950 car, but we don't 
take trips or vacations with it. We just drive 
to town and back for groceries. We pay out 
about $500 a year. 

Just take a pen and figure out how much 
there is left in $115 a month for our high 
line, telephone, food and grocery bills. It 
doesn't even cover the bare necessities. And 
we are sure you know what hospitals and 
doctors charge now, let alone druggists. 
There is positively nothing left for sickness. 

If you want to help anyone, the ma
jority of us folks on social security are the 
ones that need it most. 

A DECISIVE FISCAL VICTORY 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in my 

opinion, the discussion this morning is 
symptomatic to what will follow in the 
days ahead, until the campaign is over. 
During the campaign, we will hear much 
about fiscal policies and a great many 
other things. What I am interested in 
is to get the light out to the people. Will 
the people understand what it is all 
about? Will they comprehend what the 
real issues are? 

Basically, the arguments focus around 
the questions: Is money "to tight?" Or 
is money "too loose," so as to be infia
tionary? Are we living within our 
means? 

We have just been told that we have 
a billion dollar surplus. The taxpayers 
should take great satisfaction in that 
accomplishment, if they understand 
what the word "surplus" means. 

We recognize, of course, that $1 bil
lion, in comparison with the national 
debt, or even with our national expendi
tures, is not overwhelming. However, 
the budgetary story needs to be put in 
perspective. Actually, the surplus rep
resents a great jump from the $12 billion 
deficit in 1959 to a $1 billion surplus in 
1960. 
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Within such a surplus budget, the Na
tion has been able to move forward on 
the domestic front and to maintain and 
strengthen our defense, as well. The 
proponents of the easy money policy, 
with its in:fiationary effects, may not, of 
course, find this accomplishment too 
heartening. 

Realistically, we recognize that prog
ress cannot be measured in dollars alone. 
However, the fact that we have been 
able to move forward on all fronts and, 
at the same time, to be fiscally respon
sible, illustrates that it can be done. 

I was very much interested to read an 
article published in the Wall Street Jour
nal yesterday which stated that all the 
States of the Union have surpluses, 
starting with New York, whose surplus 
is almost half a billion dollars, and going 
down through the other States. So we 
are living in a time when fiscal respon
sibility, is at least, coming back into con
templation. 

Recently the New York Times pub
lished an editorial entitled "A Decisive 
Piscal Victory." The editorial comment
ed upon the administration's courage
ous, realistic efforts to hold down in:fia
tion, keep our economy moving ahead, 
provide for security, and, at the same 
time, adhere to a program of fiscal re
sponsibility. We have had some discus
sion this morning about the issue of se
curity. We are living in a changeable 
and changing world. What are the facts 
today will not be the facts tomorrow. It 
is necessary for us to be on our toes 
so as to be ready for any contingency. 
That is why it is necessary to set aside 
some of these funds. 

After all, why do we have an execu
tive department? Simply to have it take 
orders from the legislative branch, or 
vice versa? Of course not. Under our 
form of government each branch is sep
arate and distinct in its form of action. 
So we are going to add to our program 
of fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial entitled "A Deci
sive Fiscal Victory," published in the 
New York Times of July 22, 1960, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 22, 1960] 

A DECISIVE FisCAL VICTORY 

The final result of the Federal budget for 
the year 1960---year ended June 30 last
shows that the Government has not only 
finished the year in the black but has 
achieved a surplus of receipts over expendi
tures of $1,068 million. 

In terms of size alone this surplus is not 
especially spectacular. As a matter of fact, 
it is the smallest of three recorded in the 
past 7 years by the present administration. 
What makes it impressive is the dramatic 
reversal that it represents over the Govern
ment's fiscal position within the period of 
a single year. The 1959 budget showed a 
deficit of $12.4 billion, the largest in the 
Nation's entire peacetime history. In mov
ing from that position to a surplus of $1,068 
million the Government has, in short, im
proved the state of the national account by 
upward of $13.4 billion. 

This accomplishment Is basically the story 
of President Eisenhower's conviction of the 
essential so:undness of a bale.nced budget 
under normal conditions and his determina-

tion once the argument ;for temporary fi
nancing-the recessions o! 1957-58-had 
ceased to obtain that we should move as 
speedily as possible toward restoring our 
fiscal affairs to a sound basis. He hammered 
away at this theme In his budget message o:f 
January, 1959, and in the number of other 
messages he delivered to Congress at that 
time and thereafter. 

It required strong convictions on Mr. 
Eisenhower's part a.nd a great deal of courage. 
Many of the newly elected Democratic Mem
bers of Congress had come to Washington 
prepared to introduce newer and bigger 
spending plans without compensatory taxa
tion. However, once the President had 
drawn the issues clearly between a balancing 
of the budget and a continuance of the 
spending policies, even though the recession 
had been overcome, public support rallied 
quickly and emphatically to his side. And 
it is to the credit of the conservative wing 
of the Democratic Party that it recognized 
this fact and joined forces with its Repub
lican colleagues in supporting the proposed 
return to a sound budget. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Wisconsin has 
expired. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may speak for 
3 additional minutes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall not 
object to this immediate request, but 
hereafter I shall be on the floor during 
this session of the Senate to insist on 
the regular order during the morning 
hour. There is important business to be 
transacted at this session; and if we are 
to have 2 hours of political bantering 
every day, it will be more difficult to at
tain our goal. So after today I shall in
sist on the regular order during the 
morning hour. 

Mr. Wll.:EY. Mr. President, I am very 
grateful to the Senator from Tennessee. 
He has always been very courteous. He 
must admit, though, that it is not very 
often that I ask for additional time. I 
thought the issue, in view of the discus
sion this morning, called for the very 
comment I am about to bring into the 
picture. This is what I want to read; 

It required strong convictions on Mr. Eisen
hower's part and a great deal of courage. 
Many of the newly elected Democratic Mem
bers of Congress had come to Washington 
prepared to introduce newer and bigger 
spending plans without compensatory taxa
tion. However, once the President had drawn 
the issues clearly between a balancing of the 
budget and a continuance of the spending 
policies, even though the recession had been 
overcome, public support rallied quickly and 
emphatically to his side. And it is to the 
credit of the conservative wing of the Demo
cratic Party that it recognized this fact and 
joined forces with it.s Republican colleagues 
in supporting the proposed return to a sound 
budget. 

Mr. President, the entire editorial 
should be studied by all Senators. I 
trust that if we go ahead and do the 
things which it is contemplated to do, 
we also will have the intestinal forti
tude to make certain that we will raise 
the taxes to take care of those problems. 

SENATE 
POSED 
RULES 

PROCEDURE AND 
AMENDMENT OF 

PRO
THE 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I wish to 
commend the Senator from Tennessee 

[Mr. GoRE] for the statement he made 
a few minutes ago about enforcing the 3-
minute rule. I believe he is entirely cor
rect. 

Within the limitations of that rule, I 
wish to say a few words about the rules 
of the Senate. In my judgment the 
session so far has shown rather clearly 
the need for drastic revisions of the rules 
of the Senate next January, if we are to 
accomplish the program of the next 
President expeditiously and with due 
consideration. 

Next week I intend to submit in the 
Senate, for appropriate reference to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
a resolution proposing changes in the 
Senate rules. The proposed changes are 
intended to permit the Senate to expedite 
its business without unduly limiting de
bate, and are also intended to comply 
with the platform plank of the Demo
cratic Party to enable the majority to 
work its will after appropriate debate. 

Those changes in the rules will in
corporate a rule of germaneness and a 
rule which will provide a counterpart to 
a motion to table by authorizing the 
moving of the previous question-a pro
vision which was in the Senate rules in 
the early days of the Republic. The pro
posed changes of the rules will also per
mit Senate committees to meet when the 
Senate is in session, and will permit a 
majority of a committee to call a meet
ing at any time and require a vote on a 
pending measure after due debate, and 
also will change the present practice
although not well established proce
dure-with respect to conference com
mittees. 

I now give this notice, in the hope that 
my colleagues will be giving equally care
ful consideration to necessary changes in 
the rules. 

In conclusion, I point out that, in my 
judgment, next January we may not be 
able to legislate by unanimous consent, 
and that unanimous-consent agreements 
have been about the only means by which 
we have been able to accomplish most of 
what has been accomplished during the 
first two sessions of the 86th Congress. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR 
On motion of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the bill (H.R. 
12677) to amend the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act of 1938, as amended, to provide 
coverage for employees of interstate re
tail enterprises, to increase the mini
mum wage under the act to $1.15 an hour, 
and for other purposes, was read twice by 
its title and placed on the calendar. 

WE CANNOT ADJOURN THE 
PUBLIC INTEREST 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, in 
commenting about this special session, 
one thought has been repeated over and 
over again in the press, here on the ftoor, 
and in letters which I and many other 
Members have received. All are agreed 
on the need for constructive action by 
the Congress during this session. 

The President, in his message to us, 
expressed this thought better than any 
one when he said, "We cannot adjourn 
the public interest." 
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The New York Times, in an editorial 

published this morning, solidly backed 
the. President's admonition that we must 
avoid "politicking" and get down to and 
stay at the Nation's business. The Times 
points out, in particular, that in the field 
of foreign policy, our presidential cam
paign cannot mean a hiatus from serious 
work. The Russians are not napping, 
and would like nothing better than to 
have Americans lulled to sleep. 

This special session need not be a 
hasty session. There is no justification 
for trampling upon important legisla
tive proposals in a mad rush to hit the 
campaign trail. I agree that the Ant
arctic Treaty ratification and minimum 
wage legislation and other measures 
which have been mentioned here are im
portant subjects; but I challenge the con
tention that these and other topics on 
the majority leader's select list are the 
only basic issues confronting the Nation. 

It has now been demonstrated that the 
majority party in this Chamber does not 
coP...sider ·the need for new civil rights 
legislation basic enough even to permit 
a moment's discussion of a moderate 
two-point administration bill. There 
are alarming indications that the same 
treatment may be accorded to the ad
ministration's depressed _areas biU, since 
it has never been included on the select 
list. And the critical need for judgeship 
legislation, which most seriously affects 
those of modest incomes has been 
brushed aside with the suggestion that 
this involves patronage problems and 
can wait until next January. 

Mr. President, I hope that we shall 
take to heart President Eisenhower's plea 
for more action and less talk in meeting 
the needs of the American people during 
this special session. I, for one, agree with 
the New York Times that we spend too 
much time politicking now; and I would 
add that too much time was spent poli
ticking during the first part of this ses
sion, which is the reason why this special 
session was unnecessarily brought about. 
I certainly would not adjourn this ses
sion prematurely just so the whistlestop 
trains can start on time. 

For myself, I am perfectly willing to 
remain in Washington well into Septem
ber or for as long as may be necessary in 
order to enact the critical measures of 
such vital importance to the welfare and 
the future of America that have been 
delineated in the President's message to 
us. 

Mr. President, I heartily agree with 
the sentiments expressed by the editors 
of the Times, and ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial to which I re
ferred be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the New York Times, Aug. 11, 1960] 

CONGRESS AND THE COLD WAR 

Following up his special message President 
Eisenhower has again called on Congress to 
stay on the job until it has enacted the leg
islative program he has set before it instead 
of going home to mend political fences in the 
election campaign. The Nation's business, 
he declares, is more important than politick
ing, and that goes, of course, for both parties. 

The President's admonition is especially 
pertinent at this time of an intensified cold 
war when it is essential for the good of this 
Nation and the whole free world to demon
strate that our presidential elections do not 
paralyze our Government, as our enemies 
hope and our friends fear. Secretary Herter 
has already warned the Soviets not to bank 
on such a paralysis, or to misjudge our ability 
to "move with speed, force and unity" in 
matters of foreign policy and defense despite 
the campaign. It is up to Congress not only 
to back up this warning by passing necessary 
measures and appropriations dealing with 
foreign affairs and defense but also to dem
onstrate like capacities in the domestic field 
to bolster our economic and spiritual 
strength. 

Certainly, with the whole world watching 
everything we do or do not do in these crit 
ical times, neither our presidential campaign 
nor the congressional session can be con
ducted any longer in a vacuum or in national 
isolation. And if a longer congressional ses
sion also helps to shorten the unconscion
ably long election campaign that is a survival 
of the covered-wagon era and often leads 
to reckless partisan pronouncements, it will 
provide an additional reason for gratitude. 

Unfortunately there is little indication 
thus far tp.at Congress is ready to heed the 
President's exhortation. On the contrary, it 
appears to be settling down to politicking of 
its own and to make its session part of the 
campaign. 

U.S. DEFENSE POSITION 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I know 

that we in the Senate and the American 
people generally can take great pleasure 
and pride in the progress of the impor
tant U.S. defense programs. The suc
cessful firing by the atomic submarine 
George Washington, while fully sub
merged, of two Polaris missiles was a 
milestone of weapons development. 
Hitting targets 1,200 miles away with a 
remarkable accuracy, the Polaris missiles 
have blasted a big hole in the arguments 
of those who think Russia is ahead of 
the United States in strategic thinking 
and weapon development. 

The success of the Polaris firings, 
which were carried out on schedule by 
the Navy's devoted Rear Adm. William F. 
Raborn, Jr., should make it clear that 
the present administration has assidu
ously and successfully been serving the 
defense needs of our country. By the 
mid 1960's, the Navy plans to have 45 
atomic submarines, carrying a total of 
720 Polaris missiles, operating in all the 
oceans of the world. They will be a con
stant reminder that the United States 
is and will continue to be second to none 
in its military defense. 

The progress on the Polaris has also 
opened the way to gradual shiftover in 
the whole concept of a nuclear deterrent. 
Soon we shall not have to rely on over
sea bases in countries which are be
coming increasingly sensitive to Khru
shchev's threats. Our deterrent force 
will be scattered over the world, invisible 
to our enemies, yet ready to launch an 
atomic bombardment at a moment's 
notice. 

Meanwhile, the Army has not been 
idle, either. Details of a new unmanned 
spy plane which can report on activities 
behind enemy lines have been an
nounced. Jet powered, the remote-con
trolled plane may eventually be able to 

fty as far as 200 miles behind enemy 
lines to record information on sensitive 
and complex instruments. Although it 
has been developed principally as a 
weapon to be used on a battlefield, there 
are clearly other peacetime functions 
which it can perform in areas where 
Communists have relied on guerrilla ac
tivities to disrupt the peace and sover
eign independence of non-Communist 
states. 

We can congratulate the scientists, 
technicians, and devoted workers of all 
sorts who have contributed to the pres
ent strength and the future promise of 
the U.S. Military Establishment. At the 
same time, we must not forget that the 
Soviet Union is also making a great 
effort in this field. There have even 
been rumors that the Soviets have been 
experimenting with a brandnew anti
submarine weapon, as well as with un
dersea missiles of their own. It has, in 
fact, been suggested that one reason for 
the piratical Soviet shooting down of our 
RB-47 over the Barents Sea was that 
during their ftight our ftiers might have 
learned about the Soviet tests. 

Let us, then, take pride in the great 
breakthrough that has been made by 
the Polaris missile and in the potentiali
ties that the Army's new weapon sug
gests. But let us not relax in our efforts. 
The Republican Party has promised this 
country a defense second to none. The 
Democratic Party has also indicated that 
this time it will not neglect the military 
power that we must have to hold com
munism in check. Both of these pledges 
must be meant and taken seriously. To
day we are secure from the danger of an 
open Communist attack. Let us make 
sure that we are equally safe in the 
future. 

ADDITIONAL B-52'S 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, last 

April I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD a complete account of the mar
velous feat of a Strategic Air Command 
crew who ftew from Eglin Airbase, Fla., 
over the North Pole and back to Cape 
Canaveral, Fla., where missile armament 
was fired. 

This 22-hour nonstop ftight and the 
successful launching of a Hound Dog 
supersonic missile over the Atlantic 
range clearly demonstrated my long
standing conviction that the most effec
tive striking power the United States can 
attain immediately is the B-52G and its 
successor, the B-52H, with missile arma
ment. 

I say longstanding conviction be
cause many of my colleagues will recall 
that 2 years ago, through my efforts, an 
extra wing of B-52's, at a cost of $108 
million, was given approval, but, unfortu
nately, was canceled in conference. 

To substantiate further my confidence 
relative to the B-52, and especially its 
effectiveness when coupled with the 
Hound Dog missile, I would like to read 
in its entirety a brief news release issued 
by the Department of the Air Force on 
August 2, 1960: 

NEWS RELEASE 

An Air Force Hound Dog supersonic air-to
ground guided missile flew about 600 statute 
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miles last night down the Atlantic Missile 
Range in one of the most successful tests 
to date. 

The Hound Dog was launched at 10 p.m., 
e.d.t. from a B-52 flying at high altitude near 
Cape Canaveral, Fla. Preliminary telemetry 
data shows the missile impacted in the ocean 
area with extreme accuracy. 

Hound Dog is a 42-foot 6-inch missile be
ing built by North American Aviation to ex
tend the operation range of the B-52 eight
jet bomber by more than 500 miles. Hound 
Dog can be armed with a nuclear warhead. 
It is now operational in the Strategic Air 
Command, and little more than a year from 
its first successful test firing over the At
lantic Missile Range in April1959. 

Once again I am asking that provision 
be made for the manufacture of addi
tional B-52's in order that our Nation 
may be able to maintain an effective air
borne alert and also have a substantial 
reserve of these powerful bombers. 

It is common knowledge that the Rus
sians are giving top priority to manned 
interceptor systems, and this is indi
cative that the Soviet Government fears 
our manned bombers more than it does 
our future ICBM's. 

This recent SAC mission of more than 
10,800 miles with a successful missile 
launching is further proof of the capa
bilities of this particular weapon
equipped bomber. 

Just a few days ago I was briefed by 
the Air Force relative to operations of 
the Strategic Air Command. 

While this information is restricted, it 
is a matter of record that there are only 
about 40 B-52's about to be ordered, 
carrying production into 1962. How
ever, the program will end then if the 
fiscal 1962 budget does not contain funds 
for more of them. 

If there is any intention of replacing 
the B-52 with the B-70, it would seem 
to be that our Nation cannot afford to 
shut down the only heavy bomber pro
duction line in existence until the re
placement is assured. Operationally, I 
am informed, the B-70 is several years 
away, and until it has been developed 
and proved, the only intercontinental 
bomber available with the proven capa
bility of providing a mobile platform for 
firing missiles is the B-52. 

It will be our real deterrent force for 
years to come; and if fate were to dic
tate that the B-70 later were to be can
celed, the United States would find itself 
in the position of having no facility in 
the country actually in production or 
capable of rapidly moving into produc
tion on any long-range bomber-missile 
platform. 

As I have stated many times previ
ously, I would rather have one proven 
weapon defending our country than all 
the modern weapons which still are at 
the drawing board stage. 

There has been considerable talk by 
members of both parties relative to an 
increase in the amount of money being 
spent for defense and for an immediate 
added appropriation. 

Should this talk materialize into 
reality, I am asking that when such 
funds are made available, a goodly por
tion of them be set aside for manufac
ture of the B-52H, which, I might add, 
is produced in my home city of Wichita, 
Kans. 

Finally, I say if we are to spend more 
money for defense, let us spend it wisely 
and sensibly. 

THE REPUBLICAN PLATFORM 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on July 27 

this year, the Republican Party meeting 
in convention in Chicago adopted its 
platform for building a better America. 
In my judgment, this is the most for
ward-looking, humanitarian, yet real
istic, platform ever agreed upon by our 
party. I am proud of .the platform and 
proud of my party for its wisdom and 
vision. 

Because in our times we as a Nation 
face many complex problems ranging the 
full spectrum of human endeavor, a plat
form to be specific necessarily extends 
for thousands of words. The 1960 Re
publican platform contains an estimated 
11,000 words. 

If one were to distill the very essence 
of the Republican platform, it could be 
reduced to 99 words. In an effort to be 
helpful, I offer an abbreviated platform, 
as follows: · 
ELEVEN-THOUSAND-WORD REPUBLICAN PLAT-

FORM REDUCED TO NINETY-NINE WORDS 

We pledge to: 
Spread freedom throughout the globe; 

strengthen friendly nations. 
Fight communism at home and abroad. 
Maintain defense forces and space pro

grams second to none. 
Maintain scientific and technological 

superiority. 
Assure every American his full constitu

tional rights. 
Meet human needs of the American people 

beyond their own, or their State's, capacity 
to meet them. 

Assure every child an education; improve 
schools. 

Promote economic growth without infla
tion. 

Assure food and fiber for our people and 
a fair return to producers. 

Develop and use wisely our natural 
resources. 

Guard the public interest against special 
interests. 

Fight red-ink Government and waste. 

MOTHER RAPHAEL McCARTHY 
CELEBRATES GOLDEN JUBILEE 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, an im
portant recognition is taking place in 
South Dakota today-August 11, 1960-
to commen1orate 50 years of construc
tive service by Mother Mary Raphael 
McCarthy, former superior general of the 
Presentation Sisters. Mother Raphael 
entered her profession as a religious 
worker in 1910 and most of her distin
guished service has taken place in South 
Dakota where she still resides in Aber
deen. Today she is recognized as one of 
South Dakota's outstanding and re
nowned citizens. I am happy to consider 
her as a valued and esteemed personal 
friend. 

The Bishop's Bulletin for August, the 
official publication of the diocese of Sioux 
Falls, carries a most interesting and in
formative review of Mother Raphael's 
life of constructive service and it is with 
pleasure that I ask unanimous consent 
to ha"Ve printed in the RECORD this in
spiring report. 

There being no objection, the review 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MOTHER RAPHAEL To CELEBRATE GOLDEN 
JUBILEE 

The Most Reverend L. A. Hoch, D.D., bishop 
of Sioux Falls, will offer a Pontifical High 
Mass at Presentation Sisters Convent, Pres
entation Heights, Aberdeen, on August 11, 
1960, to commemorate the golden jubilee of 
Mother Mary Raphael, Sister M. Rose, and 
Sister M. Bernardine. 

Mother Mary Raphael McCarthy, former 
superior general of the Presentation Sisters, 
has given the greater part of her life to the 
service of God in the diocese of Sioux Falls. 
She came to South Dakota in 1907 from Ire
land where she had been born and reared 
in County Cork. Her profession as a relig
ious was made in 1910 and one of her first 
assignments was to St. Peter School in 
Jefferson. Serious illness necessitated a pe
riod of recuperation and her superiors sent 
her to Holy Rosary Hospital, Miles City, Mont. 
Thus was Mother Raphael's introduction to 
the life of a sister in a hospital. 

Recovered from illness, Mother Raphael 
pursued the studies of a nurse, and took up 
her duties at St. Luke Hospital in Aberdeen. 
In 1923 she became superior administrator of 
St. Joseph Hospital, Mitchell, and in 1927, 
was transferred to McKennan Hospital, Sioux 
Falls, to serve as superior administrator of 
that institution. In 1931 she arranged for 
the construction of the new chapel at the 
hospital. 

The sisters elected Mother Raphael to be 
the assistant superior of the community in 
1928. Upon the death of Mother Mary Aloys
ius in 1932, she completed the unexpired term 
according to the provisions of the constitu
tion of the congregation. She was elected to 
the office of superior general in 1934 and re
elected in 1940. 

GREAT BUILDER 

One of the first major problems which 
confronted the new superior was to find a 
home for the children from the razed 
orphanage in Turton. Temporarily Mother 
Raphael sought refuge for them in Graham 
Hall at Northern State Teachers COllege in 
Aberdeen. Prompt consultation wtth the 
bishop and clergy secured subsequent hous
ing at St. Joseph School, Woonsocket, and 
at the former Columbus College Building in 
Sioux Falls. Negotiations for the present 
location were made with the diocese, the 
government and the city of Sioux Falls and 
the new abode was named Presentation 
Children's Home. 

Under her direction, schools were opened 
in Willmar, Anoka and Mound, Minn. 
Mother was instrumental in encouraging the 
Presentation Sisters to continue their edu
cation and secure their teaching degrees in 
order that they be well qualified to con
duct their assigned classes. 

The necessity of additional beds for 
patients at St. Luke Hospital in Aberdeen 
was the next challenge Mother Raphael 
faced. Her keen business sense prompted 
her to purchase the former Lincoln Hospital 
and to have this four and one-half story, 
brick and reinforced concrete structure 
moved 11 blocks to its present location as 
Medical Annex. The bed capacity was 85. 

A larger chapel was a dire need to accom
modate the increasing nUinber of Sisters 
and under her supervision Blessed Sam-ament 
Chapel was erected in 1937. Mother Raphael 
also approved the erection of a new chapel 
at St. Joseph Hospital in Mitchell. 

PRESENTATION HETGHTS 

During the later years of her office as supe
rior general, the membership of the congre
gation presented an acute housing problem. 
Anticipating the present structure on 
Presentation Heights she purchased the site 
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in 1944. At the completion of her term as 
superior general, she was elected to the office 
of bursar general of the congregation and 
her assignment was to St. Joseph Hospital, 
Mitchell, as superior-administrator, a posi
tion she held until 1952. While in Mitchell 
she supervised an addition to the hospital 
which provided a new pediatric department 
and additional bed capacity. 

The Presentation Sisters, then under the 
leadership of Mother Mary Viator, recognized 
the fund of knowledge and experience of 
Mother Mary Raphael and, in addition to be
ing reelected bursar of the congregation, 
Mother was recalled to Aberdeen to assist in 
the building program for the new Mother
house. 

In 1958 Mother Mary Raphael was ap
pointed superior administrator of Holy Ro
sary Hospital, Miles City, Mont. There she 
was faced with financial hazards which she 
resolved with the assistance of the good will 
of citizens of Miles City. It is coincidental 
that the golden jubilee of the hospital was 
celebrated during the same year that Mother 
Mary Raphael commemorates her 50 years in 
God's service. 

The hospital jubilee was observed on July 
14. At that time a bronze plaque was pre
sented to Mother Mary Raphael by the presi
dent of the chamber of commerce, George 
Fry, in recognition of the 50 years of devoted 
service rendered by the Presentation Sisters 
to the sick and injured of southeastern Mon
tana. 

The ideals of Mother Mary Raphael were 
emulated by her sisters. The moral efforts 
and the example of a soul striving for per
fection developed · in her Sisters, greater 
capabilities of appreciation of what a human 
character should be. The Sisters as well as 
the laity congratulate Mother Mary Raphael 
on the completion of her many undertakings 
during her 50 years in His service. 

Congratulations are also extended to Sister 
Mary Rose and Sister Mary Bernardine. Sis
ter Mary Rose McCormick is a native of South 
Dakota. She was born in Woonsocket where 
she spent her e.arly years. After her gradua
tion from St. Luke Hospital in 1912, Sister 
Mary Rose served in Holy Rosary Hospital, 
Miles City, Mont., as surgical supervisor for 
many years. She completed a course in. anes
thesia in 1925 and since that time has been 
chief anesthetist in McKennan, St. Joseph, 
and Holy Rosary Hospitals. Sister Mary Rose 
established a school of anesthesia in St. Luke 
Hospital in 1952. 

Sister Mary Bernardine was born in Stuart
vllle, Minn., and after her profession was as
signed to Notre Dame Academy to teach a 
course in homemaking. In 1922 Sister was 
transferred to St. Luke Hospital where she 
was chief dietitian until 1956. At that time 
Sister was assigned duties at Presentation 
Motherhouse, where she is at the present 
time. 

Felicitations are .extended to the following 
Sisters who celebrate their silver jubilee: 
Sister Rose Marie Kappenman, Dolton; Sis
ter Mary Ruth Steffes, Andover; Sister Mary 
David Darn, Adrian, Minn.; Sister Mary Rich
ard Caron, Scranton, N. Dak.; Sister Mary 
Charles Dresch, Dell Rapids; Sister Mary 
Aquinas O'Connor, De Smet; Sister Mary 
Denise Dauwen, Andover; Sister Mary Basin 
Boltz, Fulton; Sister Mary Gertrude Nem
mers, Dell Rapids. 

U.S. CORPORATE MEMBERS AND 
BOARD OF DffiECTORS OF AMER
ICAN ASSOCIATION OF PORT 
AUTHORITIES 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, on Mon
day of this week I made a few remarks 
about a resolution recently adopted by 
·the American Association of Port Au-

thorities regarding proposed congres
sional action toward officers of the Port 
of New York Authority. The association, 
as I indicated on Monday, represents 
every major port along our coasts and I 
now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a list of its U.S. 
corporate members as well as its board of 
directors to show how inclusive the asso
ciation is and why the Congress should 
heed its position. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
U.S. CORPORATE MEMBERS OF THE AMERICAN 

AsSOCIATION OF PORT AUTHORITIES 

U.S. North Atlantic ports, including 
Hampton Roads: 

Maine Port Authority. 
Massachusetts Port Authority. 
City of Providence, Department of Public 

Works, Rhode Island. 
Albany Port District Cominission, New 

York. 
City of New York, Department of Marine 

and Aviation. 
The Port of New York Authority. 
New Jersey Department of Conservation 

and Economic Development. 
South Jersey Port Commission. 
Delaware River Port Authority. 
City of Philadelphia, Division of Port Op

erations, Pennsylvania. 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, City of 

Wilmington, Del. 
Maryland Port Authority, 
City of Baltimore, Bureau of Highways, 

Division of Drawbridges, Bulkheads, and 
Piers, Maryland. 

Virginia State Ports Authority. 
Norfolk Port and Industrial Authority. 
U.S. South Atlantic ports: 
North Carolina State Ports Authority. 
South Carolina State Ports Authority. 
Georgia Ports Authority. 
Savannah District Authority, Georgia. 
Brunswick Port Authority, Georgia. 
Municipal Docks and Terminals, Jackson-

ville, Fla. 
Metropolitan Dade County Seaport Depart

ment, Miami, Fla. 
Broward County Port Authority, Port Ever-

glades, Fla. 
Fort Pierce Port Authority, Florida. 
Port of Palm Beach District, Florida. 
Canaveral Port Authority, Florida. 
U.S. gulf ports: 
Port of Houston, Tex. 
Brownsville Navigation District, Texas. 
Port of Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Port of Beaumont, Tex. 
Orange County Navigation and Port Dis

trict, Texas. 
Port Isabel-San Benito Navigation District, 

Texas. 
Galveston Wharves, Texas. 
Board of Commissioners of the Port of New 

Orleans, La. 
Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District, 

Louisiana. 
Great Baton Rouge Port Commission, 

Louisiana. 
Alabama State Docks Department. 
Hillsborough County Port Authority, 

Tampa, Fla. 
Gulfport Port Commission, Misslsslppl 
U.S. South Paci:ft.c ports (south of the 

Oregon-California.. 11ne), including ports in 
Hawall: 

San Francisco Port Authority, California.. 
Long Beach Board o! Harbor Commission

ers, California. 
Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commission

ers, California.. 
Port o! Oakland. Ca.llf. 
City of .san Diego Harbor Department, Cal· 

Uornia.. 

Stockton Port District, California. 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, Hawail. 
U.S. North Pacific ports (north of the Ore-

gon-California line): 
Anchorage Port Commission, Alaska. 
Port of Everett, Wash. 
Port of Tacoma, Wash. 
Port of Vancouver, Wash. 
The Port of Portland Commission, Oregon. 
Portland Commission of Public Docks, 

Oregon. 
The Great Lakes ports: 
Niagara Frontier Port Authority, Buffalo, 

N.Y. 
Oswego Port Authority, New York. 
Ogdensburg Port Authority, New· York. 
Rochester-Monroe County Port Authority, 

New York. 
Department of the Port of Chicago, Ill. 
Department of Port Control of the City o! 

Cleveland, Ohio. 
Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority, 

Ohio. 
Port of Detroit Commission, Michigan. 
Muskegon Board of Harbor Commissioners, 

Michigan. 
Seaway Port Authority of Duluth, Minn. 
Brown County Board of Harbor Commis

sioners, Green Bay, Wis. 
Milwaukee Board of Harbor Commission

ers, Wisconsin. 
Superior Board of Harbor Commissioners, 

Wisconsin. 
Port Commission of the City of Erie, Pa. 

U.S. MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DntECTORS OP 
THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF PORT Au
THORITIES 

D. Leon Williams, president, American As
sociation of P'ort Authorities, executive di
rector, North Carolina State Ports Authority. 

B. J. caughlin, second vice president, 
AAPA, general manager, Los Angeles Har
bor Department. 

M. C. Cunningham, third vice president, 
AAPA, general manager-traffic director, 
Alabama State Docks Department. 

Dudley W. Frost, executive director, Oak
land Board of Port Commissioners. 

A. Lyle King, director, Marine Terininals 
Department, the Port of New York Author
ity. 

Thomas P. Guerin, general manager, Com
mission of Public Docks, Portland, Oreg. 

Frank A. Ernst, chairman, Virginia State 
Ports Authority. 

Lewis H. Rabbage, chief engineer, Depart
ment of Marine & Aviation, City o:r New 
York. 

J. Alex Crothers, director, port develop
ment, Delaware River Port Authority. 

J. L. Stanton, executive director, Maryland 
Port Authority. 

Milton A. Pearlstine, secretary, South Car
olina State Ports Authortiy. 

J. D. Holt, executive director, Georgia 
Ports Authority. 

.Joel C. Wilcox, port director, Port of Palm 
Beach District. 

Richard B. Swenson, port director, Gulf
port Port Cominission. 

William C. Herbert, executive director, 
Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission. 

Byrd Harris, port director, Port of Corpus 
Christi. 

J. P. Turner, -general manager, Port of 
Houston. 

Ben E. Nutter, assistant executive director, 
Oakland Board of Port Commissioners. 

John Bate, port director, San Diego Har
bor Department. 

John J. Winn," Jr., general manager, The 
Port of Portland Commission, Oregon. 

Robert T. Sinith, port director, Seaway 
Port Authority of Duluth. 

John A- Ulinski, executive director, Ni
agara Frontier Port Authority. 

Harry C. Brockel, municipal port director, 
Milwaukee Board o:r Harbor Cominissioners. 
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TRIBUTE TO LELAND OLDS 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, a g-reat 

American passed away last week. 
Leland Olds, Chairman of the Federal 

Power Commission in the 1940's, and a 
tireless worker to assure this Nation 
abundant, low-cost energy for economic 
expansion, died last Wednesday after a 
distinguished career. 

Later I shall make further comment 
on the passing of this great individual. 
I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an account of his 
death and tribute distributed by the 
American Public Power Association. 

There being no objection, the tribute 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HEART A'l"I'ACK FATAL TO LELAND 0LDS 
Leland Olds died in Washington this week 

after suffering a heart attack. He was 69. 
A former Chairman of the Federal Power 

Commission, Mr. Olds for the past 7 years 
has been director of Energy Research Asso
ciates, offering consulting services to many 
public power systems, rural electric coopera
tives and others. 

Mr. Olds visualized the power industry of 
the future as based on a high use, low unit 
cost philosophy, with giant power grid sys
tems tying together the thermal, hydro, and 
atomic powerplants of the future in the 
most economical way. 

He discussed his low-rate philosophy in a 
talk to the APPA annual convention in 
Seattle, Wash., in 1959. A year earlier, he 
addressed the APPA New Orleans convention 
on "An Approach to Giant Power Legisla
tion." 

The most highly regarded study of our 
Nation's water resources to be produced in 
recent years came in large measure from 
the pen of Mr. Olds, who was Commissioner 
in charge of studies for the Presiq.ent's Water 
Resources Policy Commission. The Com
mission's two-volume report, "A Water Pol
ley for the American People," and "Ten 
Rivers in America's Future," published in 
1952, has become a classic in the field of nat
ural resource planning. 

A native of Rochester, N.Y., Mr. Olds was 
graduated from Amherst University in 1912 
and studied at Harvard and Columbia Uni
versities. He entered the power and re
sources field in 1939, when he became assist
ant to the chairman and executive secretary 
of the Power Authority of the State of New 
York. He held this post until President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed him to the 
FederaJ Power Commission in 1939. 

CHAMPION OF EFFECTIVE REGULATION 
Mr. Olds' devotion to the principle of 

regulation of the electric and gas industries 
as a member and later Ohairman (1940--46) 
of the FPC created hostility among many 
leaders of those industries and in 1949, when 
he was reappointed by President Truman, 
the Senate refused to confirm the nomina
tion. 

President Truman then named him to the 
Water Resources Commission and later Mr. 
Olds was representative of the Secretary of 
the Interior on the New England-New York 
Interagency Committee. 

He served on many policymaking commit
tees in a number of fields. His resources 
activities included service as vice chairman 
of the National Power Policy Committee 
(1939-44), chairman of the United States St. 
Lawrence Advisory Committee (19~9), 

member of the Federal Inter-Agency River 
Basin Committee ( 1940-47) , an~ member of 
the Water Resources Committee and Energy 
Resources Oommlttee of the National Re
sources Board ( 1939-43) • 

President Truman, in supporting Mr. Olds' 
nomination to a new term on the FPC, de
clared that he was "a nationally recognized 
champion of effective utility regulation 
• • • he has labored diligently in the serv
ice of all the people and has earnestly sought 
to protect the public against the narrow in
terests of special groups." Senato·r JoHN 
F. KENNEDY yesterday credited Mr. Olds with 
much of the planning and work on many 
great water and resource development proj
ects. "In a sense, these developments, such 
as the St. Lawrence Waterway and power 
projects, are a permanent memorial to him. 
He had the vision and the energy to establish 
the foundation for the giant power system 
that will soon be serving America." 

Mr. Olds is survived by his wife, Maude, 
two sons, and two daughters. 

RESEEDING AND REFENCING OF 
BURNED-OVER LANDS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for some 
weeks the newspapers have been calling 
our attention to one world crisis after 
another. The result, I think, is that 
some of our domestic crises have not re
ceived adequate attention by the Sen
ate. In the Western States, some of the 
worst forest and range fires in history 
have been raging. Some of our top con
servationists advised me this morning 
that the fires have been probably the 
worst our country has experienced in the 
-last 50 years. Thousands of acres of 
wooded land and rangeland have been 
burned completely. Not only have the 
fires burned the timber in the Federal 
forests; they· have burned up the fences 
which are so important, under the Graz
ing Act, to carrying out grazing policies. 

I testified this afternoon before the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations in 
support of a supplemental appropriation 
of $1,500,000 to reseed those lands now, 
because many conservation experts tell 
us that the seed ought to be planted now, 
while the ash is on the ground, because 
the ash itself is a great help to the seeds 
taking root; and planting now before 
weeds take over is a more economical 
procedure. Also, the fences need to be 
rebuilt in order to make the grazing 
lands available for livestock grazing. 

Because I think the statement I made 
in the Committee on Appropriations this 
afternoon sets forth the statistical 
material which each Member of the Sen
ate ought to have available to him con
cerning' the extent of the fire crisis which 
has raged in the West, and is still going 
on, I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the body of the RECORD. · 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE BEFORE 

THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMI'l"I'EE, 
AUGUST 11, 1960 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, I wish to thank you for according 
me the courtesy of appearing before you to 
urge your favorable consideration of a sup
plemental appropriation for the Bureau of 
Land Management in the amount of $1.5 
million to enable the burned-over lands of 
the Western States to be reseeded and 
'refenced. 

Truly the situation, gentlemen, is a criti
cal one. It is my understanding that as of 
today over 100,000 acres of Oregon have been 
ravished by fire, out of the 250,000 acres m 

the Western States. The situation is still 
critical according to the latest information 
I have been given. I understand that the 
0. & C. land area is now closed to all logging 
operations except for the midnight to 8 a.m. 
shift. It may very well be that the Gover
nor of the State may be forced to close all of 
Oregon to logging. 

The situation was brought to my attention 
by responsible constituents. Among them 
is one which I would like to call especially 
to the attention of the committee, Mr. Cecil 
L. Edwards, executive secretary of the Ore
gon Cattlemen's Association. Mr. Edwards 
telegraphed me on behalf of his association 
on August 8, as follows: 

PRINEVILLE, OREG., August 8, 1960. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Chair?Ttan, Oregon Congressional Delegation, 
Washmgton, D.C.: 

You doubtless noted newspaper reports of 
destructive range fires that Oregon has ex
perienced this season. Some authorities say 
worst in 30 years. Officers of the Oregon 
Cattlemen's Association have directed me to 
wire our congressional delegation petition
ing YO}l to seek aid either through emergency 
funds from BLM or other sources. Urgent 
needs call for reseeding of totally burned-out 
areas comprising excess of 16,690 acres as 
follows: 650, Lakeview; 7,000, Burns; 1,899, 
Vale; 1,240, Prineville; 6,000, Baker. Also 
about 32 miles of protective fence needed. 
This, of course, represents only small part of 
BLM burned area and neither does it take 
into account burned forest lands. Fence 
costs about $500 per mile, reseeding about 
$3.50 per acre. More fires normally expected 
as only midseason and conditions including 
worst in years, but hope to get machinery 
in motion for emergency funds prior to fall 
rains. 

CECIL L. EDWARDS. 
Just today, I have received the following 

urgent telegram from Mr. Edwards: 
PRINEVILLE, OREG., August 10, 1960. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The officers and members of the associa
tion join and sportsmen should, too, in ex
pressing appreciation for your prompt and 
aggressive action pointed toward funds to 
reseed ranges destroyed in the serious fires 
that have plagued eastern Oregon. Combi
nations of surface fuel and temperature along 
with greater use of outdoors combine to make 
ever present fire hazard more threatening. 

CECIL L. EDWARDS. 
Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that 

of the $1.5 million being requested, approx
imately $450,000 would be expended in 
Oregon. This sum, if it is to be as effectively 
used as possible, needs to be made available 
with all speed to the Department. By start
ing reseeding operations in the very near 
future, technical experts of the Bureau of 
Land Management have assured me that 
we will be able to take advantage of ash now 
on the ground in order to provide a better 
medium for the new seed to grow in. If 
we delay, this one incidental advantage 
resulting from the fires may be dissipated. 

There is one other point that I should like 
to stress to the committee. The seed to be 
purchased in this program should be that 
which is suitable to the soil and moisture 
of the area. It is my hope that the technical 
experts of the Department of the Interior in 
making their recommendations for the pur
chase of seed will not overlook those suit
able varieties which are Oregon-grown and 
which are in large supply. I mention this, 
Mr. Chairman, because of a telegram I re
ceived this morning from Mr. R. C. Kuehner, 
secretary of the Chewings and Creeping Red 
Fescue Commission of Oregon. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the committee permit me to place into 
the record at this point that telegram and 
copies of telegrams dated August 9, 1960, 
which I dispatched to the Secretary of the 
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Interior ap.d the Director of the Bureau o! 
the Budget urging that they seek the supple
mental appropriation you are now consider
ing. Thank you. 

PORTLAND, OREG.; August 10, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Fine leaf fescue growers of Oregon urge 
your assistance in securing recognition Olf 
their product in legislation being requeSited 
by Bureau of Land Management for emer
gency appropriation to reseed extensive range 
areas burned this season. It is of paramount 
importance that such emergency legislation 
specify only Oregon fine fescue be used. 

Record imports of foreign seed, unham
pered by quota regulations have created 
havoc in domestic market and growers are 
forced to sell way below cost of production. 

R. C. KUEHNER. 

AUGUST 9, 1960. 
The Honorable FRED A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Strongly urge you seek supplemental ap
propriation for reseeding and refencing of 
burned over acreage in eastern Oregon and 
other western States. Following telegram 
just received from Oregon Cattlemen's Asso
ciation: 

"You doubtless noted newspaper reports of 
destructive range fires that Oregon has expe
rienced this season. Some authorities say 
worst in 30 years. Officers of the Oregon 
Cattlemens Association have directed me to 
wire our congressional delegation petitioning 
you to seek aid either through emergency 
funds from BLM or other sources. Urgent 
needs call for reseeding of totally burned out 
areas comprising excess of 16,690 acres as 
follows: 650 Lakeview, 7,000 Burns, 1899 Vale, 
1,240 PrineVille, 6,000 Baker. Also about 32 
miles of protective fence needed. This of 
course represents only small part of BLM 
burned area and neither does it take into 
account burned forest lands. Fence costs 
about $500 per mile, reseeding about $3.50 
per acre. More fires normally expected as 
only midseason and conditions including 
worst in years, but hope to get machinery 
in motion for emergency funds prior to fall 
rains." 

You can appreciate the urgency of prompt 
reseeding in order that new seed may have 
benefit from ash resulting from burnt grass. 
Please advise decision of Department as soon 
as reached. · 

WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senator. 

AUGUST 9, 1960. 
Mr. MAURICE H. STANS, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Have strongly urged the Secretary of the 
Interior to seek supplemental appropriation 
for reseeding and refencing of burnt acreage 
in eastern Oregon and other western States. 
Will appreciate cooperation of Bureau of the 
Budget on any request presented for such 
urgently needed supplemental appropriation. 
Following is telegram just received from 
Oregon Cattlemens Association containing 
justification: 

"You doubtless noted newspaper reports of 
destructive range fires that Oregon has expe
rienced this season. Some authorities say 
worst in 30 years. Officers of the Oregon 
Cattlemen's Association have directed me to 
wire our congressional delegation petitioning 
you to seek aid either through emergency 
~qnds from BLM or other sources. Urgent 
needs call for reseeding of totally burned out 
areas comprising excess of 16,690 acres as 
follows: 650 Lakeview, 7,000 Burns, 1,899 
Vale, 1,140 Prinev1lle, 6,000 Baker. Also 
about 32 miles of protective fence needed. 
This, of course, represents only sma.U part 

of BLM burned a.rea and neither does it 
take into account burned forest lands. 
Fence costs about t500 per mile, reseed
ing about $3.60 per acre. More 1lres nor
mally expected as only midseason and condi
tions including woi'st in years, but hope to 
get machinery in motion for emergency 
funds prior to fall rains." 

Believe Cattlemens Association's cost esti
mates very m.inimum. Would personally rec
ommend $10 per acre, $4 of which would be 
for seeding and $6 for fencing. 

Please advise when, and if decision to seek 
supplemental appropriation is made. 

. WAYNE MORSE, . 
U.S. Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND
MENTS OF 1960 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen
ate the unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3758) to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amend
ed, to provide coverage for employees of 
large enterprises engaged in retail trade 
or service and of other employers en
gaged in activities affecting commerce, 
to increase the minimum wage under the 
act to $1.25 an hour, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, does the Senator from Arizona de
sire a quorum call? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No. 
Mr. President, last night we began dis

cussion of the Kennedy proposal to 
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
which will be referred to more often on 
the :floor as the minimum wage law. I 
desire today to offer my preliminary ar
guments on this entire matter, and I will 
later, during the introduction of some 
32 amendments, develop this theme fur
ther. 

The bill involves a question of econom
ics, and not a question of politics. I will 
admit that this proposal has great vote 
appeal, but I argue: Does it have eco
nomic sense? 

I have heard the argument used on the 
fioor and in committee and in debate 
that the whole purpose of Government in 
the economic field should be to raise the 
purchasing power of the people. I sug
gest that the free enterprise system is 
constantly attempting to do that. The 
free enterprise system realizes that it 
cannot operate without increasing pur
chasing power. But every time the Fed
eral Government has attempted to do 
this, it has not increased purchasing 
power. It has, at best, created a stale
mate; but in many cases--I would say 
in most cases--it has caused an actual 
decline in purchasing power. 

I should like to cite an example of this 
by reading from the Washington Post of 
August 8. I shall read this article into 
the RECORD because it shows precisely 
what I am arguing, that when we arti
ficially raise wages, either by negotia
tion, when increased wages are not 

earned, or by governmental action, when 
increased wages are not earned, the 
worker receiving the increased wage ac
tually suffers instead of benefits. A col
umn under the heading "Federal Diary" 
appears daily in the Washington Post. 
The particular article to which I refer 
discusses the recent pay raise that was 
given to the Federal employees. I think 
it was a 7¥2-percent pay raise. It also 
refers to the argument made at the time 
by the President, his economic advisers, 
and those of us who believe in the nat
ural operation of the law of supply and 
demand, and who know that this would 
not be, in effect, an increase because in
creased prices would have to be put into 
effect to absorb the taxes necessary to 
pay for it. I quote from the article writ
ten by Mr. Jerry Kluttz: 

Factfinding Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
been asked to check on prices in the Wash
ington area. 

If the study shows what is suspected-that 
prices have edged up following the 7¥2 -per
cent Federal pay raise-then Congress will 
be asked to investigate the matter. 

Representative ToM STEED, Democrat, of 
Oklahoma, who requested the survey, said 
he would follow up by asking Congress to 
investigate if the facts warranted it. 

He said numerous Federal employees had 
complained to him that their pay raise was 
being used to pay higher prices for rents, gas, 
bread, milk, transportation, cigarettes, etc. 

"We gave the employees a needed pay 
raise," he observed, "but if the protests I've 
received are correct, the Federal workers in 
the Washington area are getting very little 
benefit from 1t • • • they must use the 
extra money to pay higher prices." 

The next paragraph is not relevant. 
This is an example of what happens 

right here in the city of W~hington, the 
Nation's Capital, where we all live and 
work, and what unnatural or unearned 
wage increases will do. Every man in 
business knows that he h~ to pay for 
such an increase. The taxpayers have 
to pay for it. When the increase is 
earned,. there is no question of the value 
of giving it. It is given naturally and 
normally in most cases. 

When the Federal Government steps 
in, for re~ons known only to itself, and 
grants pay raises, this is what can be 
expected by the Federal employee. The 
man we really tried to help finds out, 
after a few months or a year at the most, 
that he is no better off than he w~ be
fore, because prices have had to go up. 

Mr. President, I desired to comment on 
one other thing, which is the danger in
volved in the whole philosophy of the 
Federal Government regulating wages 
and ultimately prices. I think we can 
best understand this if I read from the 
hearings what Mr. Meany said in a col
loquy I had with him during the course 
of the interrogation. Mr. Meany said: 

If a business for any reason at all, must 
base its existence on paying less than a de
cent wage, I say it has no right to exist. I 
think that is plain. 

Mr. President, last night on the :floor 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
was expressing his views on this matter. 
I know that these are his honest convic
tions, because we have debated them in 
the committee. I wish to read from 
yesterday's RECORD, to carry the position 



16198 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 11 

of Mr. Meany a step forward. I quote 
from page 16178 under the heading 
' 'Perhaps a Subsidy Is Necessary." 

I take the position that in a free econ
omy such as ours there is a moral respon
sibility on the part of the Government to 
see to it that fellow Americans are not ex
ploited by employers merely because they are 
economically stronger than the economically 
weak employees, who have no other choice 
but to work in the plants of such employers 
or not work at all. 

So we come to the issue of whether workers 
should subsidize employers in "low wage" 
businesses or whether all the taxpayers of 
the country should subsidize them. Thus, 
as I offered a series of amendments in the 
Labor Committee, to bri-ng more and more 
workers under the coverage of the bill, I 
was met with the argument that some busi
nesses cannot pay more. I suggested that if 
it is a subsidy that they need, then the sub
sidy ought to come from all the taxpayers of 
the country and not from workers. 

Mr. President, therein lies the end 
danger of the whole Federal approach. 
The fact which is recognized by Mr. 
Meany and by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRSE] is that some day the Fed
eral Government may be in the position 
of paying wages in this country not 
simply to Federal employees, but also 
to employees of businesses, when those 
businesses are judged, by the Depart
ment of Labor or by whatever bureau 
has the matter under its wing, not to be 
able to pay a proper wage. 

Mr. President, I wish to make it 
abundantly clear at the outset of this 
discussion that nobody in this country 
abhors low wages more than I do. I 
have had a lifetime of experience in hir
ing people and in working with people. 
I know something about this subject, be
cause I have been through the processes 
of watching the economic system work. 
I have been through the processes of 
watching salaries go up in a natural 
way. I started to work for $12.50 a week, 
and I was pleased throughout my life 
to watch my salary go up as I worked 
harder and produced more. Therefore, 
when I talk about this matter I am 
talking from a practical standpoint; not 
a theoretical standpoint and not from 
a textbook. I know these things happen. 
I fear very strongly that the taking of 
the action which the Congress is about 
to take will result in more harm than 
good. 

INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE RATE 

Mr. President, my opposition to any 
increase in the minimum wage rate at 
this time is based on principles of sound 
economics and on a realization of the 
necessarily infiationary effect of any in
crease upon the economy as a whole. 
Wage increases imposed by legislative 
fiat without any regard for their eco
nomic consequences will curtail employ
ment, reduce job opportunities, and re
sult ultimately in price rises the con
sumer must pay for goods and services. 
I urge, therefore, that the present $1 an 
hour minimum remain unchanged. 
APPLICATION OF THE FAm LABOR STANDARDS ACT 

TO PURELY LOCAL ENTERPRISES 

The act, heretofore, has been applica
ble only to employees engaged in inter
state commerce or the production of 
goods for interstate commerce. The 
committee bill, while retaining this nar-

row coverage concept, extends coverage 
to all employees employed in an enter
prise or in an establishment which is en
gaged in any activity affecting inter
state commerce, subject to certain dol
lar volume limitations which will be dis
cussed later. 

Mr. President, I invite the attention 
of my colleagues to the statement in the 
bill "affecting commerce." This is the 
first time that we have tried to write 
into the Fair Labor Standards Act the 
language of the Supreme Court decisions, 
the first of which I believe was in the 
Jones and Laughlin case in about 1934, 
which used the language "affecting inter
state commerce." 

It is impossible for me to stand on the 
floor of the Senate and think of one 
single transaction which would not af
fect interstate commerce. For instance, 
if a bootblack in Phoenix, Ariz., bought 
one can of polish made in Ohio, that 
certainly would have an effect upon 
interstate commerce, and he could and 
would come under the intent of this 
measure. 

Mr. President, this to me is one of the 
most dangerous parts of the whole bill. 
When we broaden the interpretation of 
interstate commerce to include anything 
which affects it, then I think we must 
think a long time about it, because we 
shall be, in effect, saying that every
thing done in the United States, whether 
it is purely intrastate or not, is in effect 
interstate in character, because it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to imagine 
anything which does not affect interstate 
commerce today. 

The courts have construed the phrase 
"affecting interstate commerce'' as con
stituting the broadest possible scope au
thorized by the Constitution of the 
power of Congress to regulate interstate 
commerce. I am opposed to any change 
in the present coverage provisions of the 
act. The proposal to extend coverage 
in this fashion would place under Federal 
control thousands of small business es
tablishments which are primarily local 
in character and which should not be 
subject to regulation by the Federal Gov
ernment if our Federal-State system is 
to be maintained. 
THE ELIMINATION OR NARROWING OF EXEMP

TIONS FROM COVERAGE IN THE PRESENT LAW 

Both in the enactment of the original 
Fair Labor Standards Act in 1938, and its 
major amendment in 1949, Congress rec
ognized that even the narrow coverage 
concept of the law would result in hard
ship and inequity applied to certain spe
cific industries or economic activities. 
These industries and activities are of 
such a nature and are carried on under 
such circumstances, that to subject them 
to the act would be to create complex, 
even insoluble problems, jeopardizing the 
effective functioning as well as the sol
vency of many enterprises in these areas. 
Cognizant of the difficulties, Congress 
granted exemptions of various kinds, 
tailored to suit the problems peculiar to 
these industries and activities. Thus, 
employees in retail, service, cleaning and 
laundering establishments, in agricul
ture, as well as seamen and others, were 
exempted from the minimum wage and 
overtime provisions of the act, as were 
employees of small newspapers, local, 

suburban and interurban bus and trolley 
lines, and small telephone exchanges. 
Employees in certain industries were ex
empted from the overtime provisions of 
the act but made subject to the minimum 
wage requirements; others were ex
empted from overtime for a limited pe
riod in each year because the industries 
were seasonal in nature. 

Congress had substantial grounds for 
granting an exemption in each specific 
case. Essentially, Congress recognized 
the fact that the failure to provide these 
exemptions would result in economic in
jury to the particular industry which 
would inevitably result in a decline in 
employment therein, thus defeating the 
objectives of the legislation. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the f;)enator yield, or does the Senator 
care to yield at this time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. The categories of 
businesses he has mentioned in his most 
informative address this morning before 
the Senate have caused me to remark at 
this stage that I have received literally 
thousands of letters over the period of 
the last 6 or 8 months from people in my 
State of Kansas pointing out the very 
thing which the Senator is bringing to 
the attention of the Senate, namely, that 
if these exemptions are not provided for 
the businesses-and I know many of 
these people-as pointed out, the ulti
mate result will be a loss of employment 
and the curtailment of the business ac
tivities. 

I should like to ask the Senator if he 
feels there is a very decided danger that 
the exemptions heretofore provided by 
the Congress, I think wisely, would be 
eliminated in this type of legislation? 
Does the Senator feel there is a great 
possibility that the exemptions would be 
eliminated? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Under the pres
ent bill many of the exemptions are re
tained and some of them have been re
moved. If I remember correctly, when 
the original bill was introduced, it would 
have added an additionalll million peo
ple, and taking out exemptions which 
would cover them, the figure is down 
now to roughly 5 million people. There 
have been some fields of exemption that 
have been eliminated from the present 
bill, but there are many fields still left. 

If the Senator is interested, I can read 
into the RECORD that section of the bill 
that lists the exemptions. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. The Senator need 
not do that. I shall be glad to check 
the bill. However, the alarm that is be
ing expressed through the mail that the 
Senator from Kansas is receiving con
cerns the removal of exemptions, and 
the fear that if they are removed or if 
employers are saddled with the proposed 
increases, they will be required to curtail 
their businesses by the hundreds in my 
State. The bill affects the smaller areas 
as well as some of the larger areas in my 
State. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Kansas is correct in a part of his 
assumption. I do not like to use the 
argument that the passage of the bill 
would put people out of business. It 
would not necessarily do so. Last night 
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the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] 
alluded to the argument that is used by 
businessmen · to the effect that it would 
run them out of business. That is not 
true. I do not imply that his statement 
was incorrect insofar as he made it, 
because he believes it is. But the bill 
would not necessarily eliminate a busi
ness. All that happens is that the mer
chant, whoever he is, raises his prices. 

The law of economics is simple. A 
man is in business to make a profit, and 
the biggest part of his expense dollar 
is the salary cost. If he must raise the 
salary cost 10 percent, he will be re
quired to raise prices to cover that 10 
percent. It will not necessarily mean a 
10-percent price increase, but that is 
one danger we encounter in small com
munities. The fact that the small busi
nessman must raise his prices causes 
him to come into competition with the 
large chain stores, most of which are 
already paying above the minimum 
wage, and the small businessman can
not compete with them. In that respect 
he might eventually go out of business. 
But the mere fact that he would have 
to increase his salaries would only mean 
that he would increase his prices. 

The other danger with which the 
small merchant--or the "Main Street 
merchant," as I like to call him-is con
fronted is that the moment he is placed 
in a position where he must pay above 
what his business will carry, he is then in 
competition in the labor market with the 
larger stores which already pay a 
higher wage. He is already in competi
tion with them. To put him further into 
competition would work a hardship on 
him. 

There is one other danger that I shall 
touch on a little later, but because the 
Senator from Kansas is present and has 
asked the question, I shall mention it at 
this time. 

By artificially causing an increase in 
wages in these fields, we shall see addi
tional unemployment in this country. I 
cannot tell how much it will be. My 
assumption is that if the bill is passed 
as it is now written, within 3 to 4 months 
after the Act goes into effect the addi
tional unemployment could reach as high 
as half a million. 

One might ask, why is that? There
tail business is a very peculiar business. 
The greatest turnover in employment oc
curs in the retail business. It is not a 
business which is particularly attractive 
to young people. I wish it were more 
attractive. It is not the salary question 
that makes it unattractive. The retail 
business is a hard grind. 

So what kind of employees does a 
retailer select? Young girls waiting to 
get married, older women who are 
widows, and many married women who 
wish to spend part of their days away 
from home doing something. They are 
lonesome. So merchants give them 
part-time jobs. These are not people 
that merchants need. Merchants can 
eliminate most of those people today 
through automation. Many merchants 
are adopting automation procedures, 
but they are not going into it to the 
extent to which they will be forced into 
that field as they are required to get rid 
of what we call marginal employees--

people who do not work all day, and who 
do not want to work all day. 

I :find that in my business there are 
many people who -wish to work only in 
the morning or only in the afternoon, or, 
if we are open one night a week, to work 
that one night. We have girls who go to 
school part time. They do not want to 
work all day. Those are the types of 
employees in every town in America 
that the merchant will have to eliminate 
if this bill becomes law. 

To me that problem has serious con
sequences upon the economy of a small 
community. It has serious conse
quences upon the economy of business 
itself. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona that 
he is putting his finger on some of the 
very same things that have been repeated 
to me hundreds of times in communica
tions I have received, especially from 
part-time workers, and I appreciate very 
much his explanation of his views with 
reference to some of these matters. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 
add a statement which was made by 
Secretary of Labor Mitchell. I admit 
that the statement was made last year, 
and I believe that Secretary Mitchell 
has indicated that he has changed his 
mind, but I do not know that the facts 
have been changed by reason of his 
changing his mind. In transmitting a 
report to Congress, Secretary Mitchell 
said: 

The surveys present evidence of disem
ployment apparently related to the increase 
in the $1 minimum, despite the fact that 
the economy was rising at that time and 
there were increases in the general level of 
prices which facilitated adjustment to the 
$1 minimum. Employment tended to de
cline in the low-wage industries, and in 
most cases more markedly in those segments 
of the low-wage industries where wage rates 
had been increased most. • • • These employ
ment developments were, of course, influ
enced by many factors in the whole eco
nomic situation. They are much more 
marked, however, than would be expected 
in the exceptionally favorable economic cir
cumstances of the time. 

The Secretary further stated in the 
same report: 

The resUlts of the studies undertaken by 
the Department suggest that the $1 mini
mum had substantial impact in the low
wage industries and that there is still a 
heavy concentration of workers at or near 
the minimum in the low-wage industries. 
In view of these conclusions, it is not de
terminative that prices, the wage level gen
erally, and productivity have increased in 
the meantime. A further increase in the 
minimum at this time would involve the 
risk of "substantially curta111ng employment 
or earning power" in the low-wage indus
tries, which the act states is to be avoided. 

As I say, that was the Secretary's po
sition last year. He has since indicated 
that the minimum wage should be in
creased, and furthermore, that addi
tional workers should be covered. But 
I wished to make sure the Senate knew 
that the report to which I referred 
shows that there was disemployment as 
a result of the passage of the minimum 
wage bill of 1955. 

My conviction, arrived at through a 
lifetime of experience in business, is that 

unemployment could very well rise as 
much as a half million people as a di
rect result of this bill, if it is enacted, 
and it will affect the very type of person, 
in the main, that we are now striving to 
help through the Federal-aid-to-the
aged approach. Most of those people are 
in the age bracket of 65 and over. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Did the Senator state 

for the RECORD-if so, I did not catch it-
exactly what was the date of the report 
of the Secretary of Labor, Mr. Mitchell, 
from which he just read? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I did not state 
the date. I do not have it before me, 
but I shall obtain it and make it a part 
of the RECORD. The report was made in 
1959, last year. It was a report made to 
the Congress, and I shall be glad to furn
ish the date. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. The portion of 

my presentation about which the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPELJ has 
been querying me applies to the effect 
of the bill upon small business. 

INJURIOUS EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESS 

The dollar volume standards provided 
in the committee bill are designed to 
create the impression that the minimum 
wage and overtime pay requirements are 
directed exclusively at big business and 
that small business falling below these 
dollar standards will continue to be free 
from the act's requirements and will 
thereby be unaffected by the economic 
effects of the extended coverage. Ac
tually, this is mere surface appearance; 
the reality is otherwise. 

A small business, in all of its activities, 
competes directly with large enterprises 
in the same industry; it also competes 
with all other industries in the same la
bor market for the available supply of 
labor. If the larger enterprises are com
pelled by law to pay higher wages, small 
business operating in the same labor 
market must pay the same rates in order 
to secure or retain employees. Thus, the 
exemptions or the freedom from cover
age the committee bill seems to extend 
to some small business is nothing but 
delusion. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. !yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Aside from the com-• 

ment which the Senator has just made, 
which I believe is completely accurate; 
namely, that small business is compet
ing constantly day by day with large 
business across the street or around the 
corner, both pricewise and for its em
ployees, is it not true that both spon
sors of the proposed legislation in their 
opening statements yesterday made it 
completely clear, as they have hereto
fore, that they think the pending bill 
is too small a beginning, and that they 
anticipate and hope for and will be ac
tively engaged in extending the cover
age when and if the standards written 
into the pending bill for the first time 
become applicable? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would say that 
last night the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], who is a member 
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of the committee, repeated on the floor 
what he has often said in committee. 
He believes that there should be no 
exemptions at all, and that he will try, 
as Congresses go by, to have exemptions 
removed completely. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Did not the distin
guished Senator from Oregon also say 
that in his opinion at least 6 million more 
employees should be put under coverage 
at this time in the pending bill? 
Mr~ GOLDWATER. The bill as it was 

originally written, as I said earlier, would 
have brought approximately 11 million 
people under coverage. I believe the 
figure under the present bill would be in 
the neighborhood of 5 million. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Oregon did say that in his judgment an 
additional 6 million should be brought 
under coverage in the bill now. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would not be 
surprised if the Senator from Oregon 
submitted amendments to accomplish 
that. In fact, if we pursue his philos
ophy in this field, we must come to the 
conclusion he reached last night, namely, 
that the bill should be implemented, 
where necessary, with Federal moneys 
being paid to employees where employers 
cannot meet the $1.25 minimum wage 
by the law and its amendments through 
the years. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In support of the 
statement made by the distinguished 
Senator from ArizonaJ is it not true that 
the Senator from Oregon said last night 
that in such case the entire public should 
subsidize the employers, so that they 
could pay their employees what he re
garded as an adequate wage? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. I read that 
·earlier. I made reference to his remark, 
shown at page 16178 of the RECORD of 
yesterday: 

I suggested that 1! it is a subsidy that they 
need, then the subsidy ought to come from 
all the taxpayers of the country and not from 
workers. 

I know the Senator believes that, be
cause we have argued about it in com
mittee. If that is not socialism, I do not 
understand the term. We will not have 
a free economic system once the Federal 
Government gets into the business of 
paying wages. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the other prin
cipal sponsor of the proposed legislation 
now before the Senate, in his opening 
remarks, also said that the pending bill 
in his judgment did not go far enough, 
and that it would call for extensions 
from year to year to other business and 
employers and employees, under the new 
concept that is written into the bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe he did in 
his opening statement. The distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
has not been as forceful in pushing for 
extended coverage as has the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask 
one more question. Is it not true that 
the Senator from Oregon in his bill, in
troduced either last year or in the last 
Congress, also included coverage of agri
cultural workers within the purview of 
the bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. An effort has 
been made every time the act was 
amended to include agricultural workers. 
A specific exemption is written into the 
pending bill with reference to agricul
tural workers. We have always had to 
eliminate that possibility. However, 
there is more and more pressure being 
exerted to bring agricultural workers un
der the purview of the law. I do not 
know of any amendment at the desk 
which would bring that about. However, 
it would not surprise me to see an amend
ment offered in that field. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If I may restate my 
question, it is this: Is it not true that 
one of the distinguished sponsors of this 
proposed legislation, the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl, in a bill intro
duced by him a short time ago in the 
Senate, either last year or in the 85th 
Congress, specifically included the cover
age of agricultural workers? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe the 
Senator is correct. I would have to 
check with my staff to be accurate in my 
statement. I would not want to state 
definitely without first checking. I will 
be glad to get the answer. If such a bill 
was introduced, I will be glad to get it 
and put it in the RECORD, if the Senator 
desires. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I would appreciate it 
if the Senator would do that. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have been in
formed that the bill as originally intro
duced would have increased the coverage 
by about 7% to 8 million. In the sub
committee the bill increased the cover
age by about 11 million. Then the full 
committee amended the bill and reported 
the pending bill with an increased cov
erage of about 5 million. I thank my 
staff for bringing that information to my 
attention. 
IL HISTORY OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT 

AMENDMENTS 

The enactment of the Walsh-Healey 
Act in 1936 provided that certain Gov
ernment contracts must contain provi
sions for paying the prevailing rate of 
wages. This was the first attempt by the 
Congress to place a :floor under wages 
in interstate commerce. Then on June 
25, 1938, one of the Nati<>n's basic labor 
laws was enacted-the Fair Labor 
Standards Act. This act set forth the 
statutory minimum wage, overtime pay 
requirements, and child labor provisions 
that cover employees engaged in inter
state commerce or in the production of 
goods for commerce. 

The 1938 act set the Federal minimum 
wage rate at 25 cents an hour from Octo
ber 1938-39; 30 cents, from October 
1939-45; and 40 cents after October 
1945. The 40-cent level was established 
even prior to October 1945 through in
dustry committees, groups composed of 
employers, employees, and public repre
sentatives who studied the wage situa
tions of different industries and recom
mended the highest minimum, up to 40 
cents an hour, that would not substan
tially curtail employment. 

The Congress, in adopting the Fair La
bor Standards Act, was concerned with 
eliminating labor conditions detrimental 
to the maintenance of minimum stand-

ards of living necessary to health, em
ciency, and general well-being of 
workers. 

It was not contemplated that this legis
lation would be applied to those already 
receiving wages far above the minimum 
which results from genuine free collective 
bargaining. 

President Roosevelt, in asking the 
Congress to enact the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act, stated: 

There are many purely local pursuits and 
services which no Federal legislation can ef
fectively cover. 

Similarly, Senator Black-now Justice 
Black, of the U.S. Supreme Court-who 
sponsored the original wage anti hour 
bill in the Senate, said: 

Businesses of a purely local type which 
serve a particular local community, and 
which do not send their products into the 
streams of interstate commerce, can be bet
ter regulated by the laws of the communi
ties in which the business units operate. 

These statements are as true today as 
they were in 1937-38. 

Since 1945 the minimum wage has been 
increased by the Congress from 40 cents 
an hour to a dollar an hour, or 250 per
cent of the 1945 base. During this same 
period the Consumer Price Index has 
risen so that it represents 160 percent of 
the 1945 base. In fact, if we go back 
to 1938 when the Minimum Wage Act 
was passed, the minimum wage has in
creased to 400 percent of the 25-cent 
level adopted by the Congress at that 
time, while the Consumer Price Index is 
only 200 percent of the 1938 base. 

In appraising this legislation, it is im
portant to remember that in 1938 there 
were 8,265,000 members of trade unions 
as contrasted with over 18 million today. 
Collective bargaining currently estab
lishes the wage levels which must be met 
by all employers if they are to compete 
for workers in an economy where cur
rently the percentage of unemployed is 
less than 5 percent of the total civilian 
labor force. Those who would be di
rectly affected by legislation raising the 
minimum are usually in areas of sub
stantial unemployment where potential 
employers are confronted with special 
problems. Increased labor costs in such 
situations would likely increase unem
ployment and cause hardship for those 
whom this legislation is intended to ben
efit. 

The 1949 amendments to the Fair 
Labor Standards Act increased the mini
mum rate still further to 75 cents an 
hour, effective January 25, 1950, and re
defined "commerce" as "trade, com
m .erce, transportation, transmission, or 
communication among the several States 
or between any State and any place out
side thereof" in lieu of "from any State 
to." 

In 1955 extensive hearings were held 
by the House Education and Labor Com
mittee on legislation to revise the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. Proposals were 
considered to raise the minimum wage 
and also to extend coverage of the act. 

In enacting legislation to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act so as to achieve 
the greatest well-being for as many peo
ple as possible, the Department of Labor 
testified that-
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The maximum ~ncrease in the minimum 

wage that can be undertaken depends on 
the impact the increase would have on low
wage segments of industry where it must 
be paid. If the increase is too large to be 
absorbed without disruptive changes, the 
results are either unemployment in the af
fected firms or price increases. If the market 
will not take price increases, the low-paid 
workers whose jobs are at stake lose instead 
of gaining. If prices rise and the wage in
crease is paid through inflation the real cost 
is borne by low-paid workers outside the 
scope of Federal regulation and by pensioners 
and others in similar status. 

Although the President recommended 
an expansion of coverage and an in
crease to 90 cents an hour, and despite 
the strong efforts by labor spokesmen in 
behalf of their case for a $1.25 minimum 
wage, the Congress enacted legislation 
to raise the rate to $1, effective March 1, 
1956, with no provisions for extension of 
coverage under the law, during the 84th 
Congress. 

In 1957, the Subcommittee on Labor 
of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee held public hearings during 
February and March to consider only 
the extension of coverage under the act. 
On February 25, 1957, the Secretary of 
Labor made the following statement be
fore the subcommittee: 

I recommend that the act be amended to 
bring within the protection of a minimum 
wage employees now excluded who work in 
business enterprises that are substantially 
engaged in interstate commerce. Their op
eration depends on substantial and con
tinuing engagement in interstate commerce, 
and such enterprises are an integral and 
essential part of the interstate commerce of 
the Nation. 

It should be emphasized that the Sec
retary of Labor confined his recommen
dations to enterprises which are an in
tegral and essential part of the inter
state commerce of the Nation. 

Several other proposals were advanced 
during the 85th Congress. These in
cluded the extension of coverage to ap
proximately 10 million employees who 
were engaged in any activity affecting 
commerce. 

Ultimately, such a concept would vir
tually include any employment regard
less of its character. Another proposal 
would have extended coverage to nearly 
6 million employees by broadening the 
term "commerce" to include any closely 
related process or occupation directly 
essential to commerce. 

The Secretary of Labor made the fol
lowing comment on these proposals: 

This is broader than any language ever 
used by the Congress for application of the 
commerce clause of the Constitution. In 
1938 and again in 1949 the extension of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act to activities af
fecting commerce was considered but not 
adopted by the Congress. The proposal here 
is as expansive as the affecting language then 
considered. I believe that there are still 
very good reasons for rejecting such an ap
proach to coverage. 

Under the Fair Labor Standards Act the 
line of coverage must be drawn as pre~isely 
and definitely as it can be so that employers 
and employees may understand its applica
tion from the facts that they know. Wages 
have to be paid each pay period, and if the 
law applies it must be complied with at that 
time. 

For this reason, the curren·t proposals to 
include new and indefinitely elastic bound
aries in the act's definitions of interstate 
commerce do not appear to be practicable. 

That is the end of the quotation from 
the statement of the Secretary of Labor 
when he appeared before the subcom
mittee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In what year? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. In 1959. 

' III. THE HEARINGS 

The Subcommittee on Labor of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
held 10 days of hearings during May and 
June of this 1959. Seventy-seven wit
nesses appeared, representing various 
groups, including labor, agriculture, 
transportation, communication, timber, 
manufacturing, fisheries, merchant ma
rine, retail and service trades and indi-
vidual small businessmen. ' 

For the most part, the groups listed 
above were opposed to the enactment of 
S. 1046, the bill introduced by Senator 
KENNEDY from which the committee bill 
evolved. Representatives appearing on 
behalf of labor unions gave full support 
to broadening the coverage and raising 
the minimum wage to $1.25 an hour. 
Th~ administration offered a bill, S. 1967, 
which would not affect the minimum 
wage rate, but would broaden the cover
age by including larger establishments 
now exempted that met the true test of 
being engaged in interstate commerce 
and employing at least 100 workers. 

I might comment briefly on the $1.25 
rate. Frankly, I have not been able to 
find an economist who can tell me the 
validity of the $1.25. It is the minimum 
established back in 1954, when the bills 
were introduced to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act that resulted in the 
amendment in 1955. At that time the 
economists of the labor movement were 
pushing for $1.25. Finally they settled 
for $1. I have not found any economic 
justification for $1.25. In my mind why 
should it not be $1.50 or $1.75? 'why 
$1.25? I hope that during the discus
sion it will be possible to develop some 
sound economic reason for the figure 
which was picked out of the air. 

I argued with Mr. Meany during the 
hearings that whatever the minimum was 
raised to, whether $1.25 or $1.50, it would 
be only a relatively few years before the 
new floor would be the starvation wage. 
We started with 25 cents an hour. When 
we think today· of 25 cents an hour we 
think, "Oh, that was terrible. How 
could people live?" Well, many persons 
in this Chamber once worked for 25 cents 
an hour. But in those days a dollar was 
worth more. Things were cheaper. 
Costs were down. All costs have grad
ually come up. 

Wage rates came up faster without 
Federal intervention than they have with 
Federal intervention. I was looking this 
morning, at some interesting figure~. In 
1930 and 1931, wholesale prices stood ap
proximately at the same level as they 
were in 1840-90 years earlier. Yet, in 
the same 90-year period, average wage 
rates increased by approximately 700 
percent. This is a phenomenal and little 
known development. 

It was the competition in the goods 
market which helped to keep prices down, 

and it was the rivalry among employers 
for scaree labor which drove wage rates 
up and up. 

I do not believe that referring back 30 
years, and making comparisons with 
rates which at that time were fairly 
good, does any good in this discussion. 
What we should be concerned about is 
the effect of passing a bill which would 
increase the minimum wage to $1.25 and 
cover so many people at this time. 

Another effect of this proposal, of 
course, is the pushing upward of all labor 
costs. It does not affect the man who is 
now making $1 and who will be raised 
to $1.25. The competitive situation in the 
labor field within one firm immediately 
for~s all other wage rates up. That is 
the economic fact which leads to more 
inflation, not simply the $1.25 in itself. 
It is the effect it will have on the man 
now making $1.25, $1.50, $2, or $2.50. 
All of those have to go up in order to re
tain the relative positions of skills in the 
labor market. If we are driven to the 
day when we pay everyone the same 
wage, then I think we are on the right 
track; but of course no one who under
stands the operation of our economic 
system would ever want to see that day 
come, because it would mean the elimina
tion of competition within the labor mar
ket; and in the operation of a single firm 
itself it would result in the rather rapid 
arrival of the day when the Federal Gov
ernment would, in effect, be paying all 
the salaries. 

Mr. President, now I wish to discuss 
what, in my opinion, are some of the 
major shortcomings of the committee 
bill. 

But before I do so, let me say that 
the Senator from Florida asked about a 
bill, which was introduced, to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, to provide coverage for hired 
farm labor employed by large farm en
terprises, and for other purposes. The 
bill was not introduced by the senator 
from Oregon. It was introduced by the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], 
for himself and the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLARK]. I have before me 
a copy of the bill, although I do not 
believe it would serve any useful pur
pose to place it in the RECORD. But if 
the Senator from Florida would like to 
see it, I would be very happy to hand it 
to him. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator; but it is not the bill to 
which I referred, although it contains 
some of the same provisions. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It may be offered 
as an amendment; I do not know. 

IV. THE MAJOR SHORTCOMINGS OF THE 
COMMITTEE BILL 

Mr. President, in considering amend
ments to the Fair Labor Standards Act 
which will result in the maximum benefit 
to the workers of this country, there are 
four factors that must be kept in proper 
relationship to each other. First, the 
amount of the minimum wage in terms 
of living standards of employees and 
costs to employers. Second, the possible 
effects of increasing this minimum in 
terms of substantially curtailing the em
ployment or the earnings of those cov
ered by the act. Third, the extent of 
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coverage viewed in relation to the proper 
role of the Federal Government in activ
ities which have traditionally been re
garded as local and not directly related 
or essential to interstate commerce, and 
fourth, the injurious effect on small 
business. 

There is a definite tendency to concen
trate on, or single out, one of these ele
ments and ignore the others. However, 
the supporters of the committee bill ap
parently believe that American workers 
will benefit from simultaneously provid
ing substantial increases both in the 
minimum wage rate and in the extent of 
coverage. Marginal businesses through
out the country traditionally have paid 
the lowest wages and also experience the 
lowest earnings. 

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE 

The committee bill proposes that the 
minimum statutory wage be increased in 
a series of increments, so that it would 
be $1.25 an hour after 2 years for some 
workers and after 3 years for all the 
others to whom the act is extended. 

Section 4(d) of the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act directs the Secretary of Labor 
to inform the Congress of his evaluation 
of minimum wages under the act and 
of his views as to necessary changes in 
the act to further the purposes of the 
legislation. In accordance with the re
quirements of this section, the Secretary 
transmitted on January 31, 1959, a report 
which set forth information concerning 
the operation and effect of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. I may say to the 
Senator from Florida that is the date he 
was asking about; I simply did not have 
it at the tip of my tongue at the particu
lar moment when he made his inquiry. 

In the letter of transmittal, the Secre
tary stated: 

A further in-crease in the minimum at thls 
time would ln:volve the risk of "substantially 
curtailing employment or .earning power" 
in the low-wage industries, which the act 
states is to be avoided. 

The minimum ought to be raised as rapidly 
as posslbl.e, but with due regard for the 
economic capacity of low-wage industries to 
make adjustments to progressively higher 
standards. Because of the effect it would 
have on the economy, especially in the low
wage industries, I do not recommend an 
increase in the nU.nimum wage at this time. 

The Wage and H-our Division of the 
Department of Labor undertook a major 
study of the $1 minimum wage, based on 
a survey program conducted at the time 
the $1 minimum became effective in 
March 1956, and again 1 y~ar later in 
1957. 

The findings of these surveys and some 
of the economic factors relevant to the 
question of raising the $1 minimum at 
that time were covered in the Secretary's 
letter transmitting this report to the 
Congress. It stated: 

The Department's survey program dis
closed substantial effects on wage payments 
in the low-wage manufacturing industries 
in 1956-57, resulting from the increase of the 
minimum wage to $1 an hour, 'E!ffective March 
1, 1956. In 9 of the 18 industry segments 
studied the wage increases required to bring 
all workers below $1 up to that figure in
creased the wage bill ·by more than 10 per
cent. In these studies the industry seg
ments were divided, wherever the data were 
adequate. into low-impact and higll-impEM:t 

groups, according to the magnitude of the 
direct wage bill increase xequired by the new 
minimum. In 6 .of the 14 industries in which 
there are such data the required increase ex
ceeded 20 percent in the high-impact groups. 

The wage increases resulting fr.om the $1 
minimum were not only these direct or xe
quired increases, but also increases to 
workers already receiving more than the 
minimum. The surveys indicate that these 
indirect increases on the effective date 
amounted in the median situation to ap
proximately 40 percent of the directly re
quired increases in the low-wage indus
tries. 

One notable survey finding is that existing 
wage differentials of all kinds-between 
high- and low-wage plants, between large 
and small plants, between union and non
union plants, between large and small com
munities, between high- and low-wage oc
cupations, etc.-were substantially narrowed 
as an immediate consequenc.e of the $1 min
imum. These differentials tended to be re
stored, although only partially, during the 
following year. 

The surveys indicated that the $1 m.inimum 
had effects in raising wages in exempt por
tions of covered industries and to some ex
tent also in employments not covered by the 
act. 

The surveys also disclosed that the $1 min
imum stimulated employers to reduce costs 
through productivity improvement as well 
as raising of production quotas, especially in 
piece-rate industries, dismissal of least 
efficient workers, and elimination of premium 
overtime. There were also indications of 
'Some shifting to different price lines, sub
stitution of cheaper materials, and increased 
prices. The latter was not , always possible, 
but sales and employment were maintained 
in many situations because higher prices 
offset rising wage costs under generally favor
able demand conditions. 

Mr. President, I wish to comment now, 
for just a moment, on the particular 
paragraph I have just now read from 
the Secretary's report. In this para
graph the Secretary recognizes what in
dustry does when it has artificially to 
raise wages and to absorb the costs if it 
is going to show a profit; and all who 
are in business are in it to make a profit. 
The report says "dismissal of least effi-
cient workers." · 

Earlier, I commented on that point. 
There will be found, particularly in the 
retail industry, the retainment of in
efficient workers because, as I have said, 
that is a field which has a high rate of 
turnover. Earlier in my remarks, I out
lined some of the reasons. But that has 
been recognized by the Secretary of La
bor as one of the immediate effects and 
also one of the long-range effects of 
artificially raising the minimum wag.e. 

Also here he recognizes another factor 
which has been of great concern to me
namely, the substitution of .cheaper ma
terials. 

Mr. President, we must keep in mind 
that American industry is in business in 
order to make money. There are many 
strange ideas as to how much money 
American business makes; but if Ameri
can businesses do not make some money, 
they go .out of business; and if too many 
of them go out of business, the economic 
system gets into trouble. 

As those who are in business have been 
forced to absorb higher and higher .costs 
through unearned wage in.creases pro
duced by negotiation or by gov.ernment, 
RDd higher mats produced by the in-

creased costs of government, they have 
had to go through the various areas 
where th~y can save money in order to 
make money; and 'I am afraid that the 
substitution of cheaper materials is be
coming more and more a factor in Amer
ican industry. 

I sat next to one of the leaders of the 
automobile industry, about 2 years ago, 
at a dinner; and we were talking about 
the tremendous increase in the importa
tion of foreign-made automobiles. I 
think he remarked to me that in that 
year America would export only 8,000 
passenger automobiles, but that around 
100,000 foreign-made automobiles would 
be imported. 

I asked, "What is your thinking as 
to the reason?" 

''Well," he said, "certainly the cost 
is a factor, the fact that some of these 
foreign cars are lower in price than 
ours; but," he said, "they have better 
quality." 

Mr. President, when American indus
try is forced to substitute cheaper ma
terials in order to stay in business, I 
suggest that the threat of foreign .com
petition is going to become more and 
more acute. 

A businessman told me, during last 
year's steei strike, that they found a 
source of steel in Belgium which pro
duced sucfi superior steel tG that which 
was produced in this country that they 
were not going to buy steel from Ameri
can sources any more; they wanted to 
keep their quality up. 

This is a very important factor, be
cause American people do not like to 
be gypped. They do not like to buy a 
car and then spend $100 a month to 
keep it running. They do not like to 
buy a television set and then have to 
have a repairman continually .fixing the 
set. They do not like to buy a suit of 
clothes and then have it fall apart a 
month after buying it. Yet we are, by 
our action, adding to the forces which 
make the businessman who has to stay 
1n business take some of the steps that 
are recognized by the Secretary of Labor; 
among them substitution of · cheaper 
materials. 

It is a dangerous situation, also, be
cause it affects not only the American 
buyers who buy goods ... but the producers 
who supply the basic materials .for our 
merchandise. In my own business, for 
example, if I cared to do so, I could buy, 
out of China or Japan or Puerto Rico, 
men's shirts, equal in quality to those 
manufactured and sold in this country 
for $a.so, to sell in this country at half 
to a third of that price. 

Thank goodness American merchants 
have not succumbed entirely to this 
temptation, but if they are continually 
forced to by the actions of government, 
in spending money we do not have, in 
creating infiatio~ in Government's forc
ing wages up when they are not earned, 
then certainly the substitution of 
cheaper materials, along with these 
other items the Secretary recognizes is 
going to have very disastrous effects 
upon the eeonomy~ 

Again. the very person we are trying 
to help, the working person, is the man 
who is going to suffer. 
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I think more and more working people 

in this country are recognizing that 
government activity does not help 
them-it hurts them; that when the 
Government causes costs to go up in any 
way at all, the working people pay for 
it in higher living costs; that when they 
are paid unearned wage increases, those 
additional costs will have to be absorbed 
in price increases that have to accom
pany them. 

Now I shall continue with the Secre
tary's report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am very happy 
to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I was interested in 
one part of the Secretary's report to 
which the Senator has not specifically 
called attention, namely, the rise in sal
ary cost in echelons of employees above 
those affected by the minimum wage law. 
Will the Senator comment on that? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. That is one 
of the real dangers in this approach. I 
said earlier that if it were only the dollar 
and a quarter that were involved, it 
would not have much effect upon the 
American economy; but competition 
must be maintained within the walls of 
a firm. For example, a maid is not go
ing to be paid the same hourly rate a 
skilled mechanic receives. That cannot 
possibly be done. The competition with
in a firm has to be retained. There has 
to be retained the opportunity for that 
maid, or for the janitor, to look up to the 
skilled workers' hourly rate and say, "If 
I work hard, I will earn that rate." 

What happens if a person is getting 
$1 an hour, and we raise that rate to 
$1.25? The associates of that worker 
in the same firm will have their . wages 
increased, say, from $1.50 to $1.75, from 
$1.75 to $2, from $2 to $2.50. We have 
to do that in business. The same pay , 
cannot be given to everybody, because 
there are different skills. 

Let us consider the firms that are al
ready paying $1.25. It might be said 
that this law will not affect them. Cer
tainly it will affect them, because they 
have to get into further competition in 
the labor market, and the $1.25 is re
:tlected in the competition and what they 
have to pay new employees as they com
pete with other firms. I think that fac
tor is a very important part of this prob
lem, and I am glad the Senator from 
Florida has asked that question. 

I cannot make it plain enough that 
it is the :final, overall effect this action 
has on the American economy that is im
portant. It does not affect only the low 
paid worker. This is called the starva
tion wage. If the hourly starvation wage 
is now $1, ·as the proponents of the bill 
say, the new starvation wage rate will be 
$1.25. Then, in a subsequent Congress, 
that rate will be raised to $1.50, and that 
will become the starvation wage. 

These things cannot be done. If the 
original act had performed the miracles 
its proponents thought it would, we 
would not be faced with this proposal 
today. Ever since the enactment of the 
law, we have been going back and back 
and back. It is like the agricultural act. 
We know it does not work, and we know 
it will never work, but we spend all of 
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our time here trying to amend that act 
to take care of the apparent weakness 
of the moment. 

As I have said, every time the Federal 
Government dabbles in the free-enter
prise system, the result is that we in the 
Congress spend all our time in amending 
the act. 

We have had this act since 1938, and 
we still have pockets of low pay. I do not 
like that, but it is a part of our system 
of business. It is a part of the free
enterprise system. People will work for 
these low wages. I would not, but I 
might have to if I were hard put. There 
are always people who will accept these 
jobs. That is an economic fact of life 
that has to be recognized. There are 
people who are enterprising, who want to 
start a small business, who are willing to 
work 18 hours a day at no wages; and 
there are people who are willing to work 
for wages that are lower than the going 
wage rate. That fact is true whether we 
have this law or any other law. It is an 
economic fact of life. 

We have not been able to stamp out 
these pockets of low pay. I think we are 
making progress, but I think we are mak
ing progress faster under the free enter
prise system than by Government action. 
This is an economic fact of life that the 
proponents of the bill should understand. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr.GOLDWATER. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. If there be an in

crease of, say, one-fourth in the pay rate 
of the lowest paid workers in a particu
lar industry, from $1 to $1.25, am I to 
understand that something of the same 
nature of an increase will follow as a 
matter of course, as a matter of neces
sity, under our system, with reference to 
other employees in that same business? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. 

Earlier in the report that I read, the 
Secretary of Labor recognized in his 
findings that in the low-impact areas, 
the increase amounted to 10 percent; it 
ranged from 20 percent to 40 percent in 
the higher impact areas. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true, and 
does not the Secretary so sta.te, that the 
statements we have just made are not 
only applicable to the very industry as 
to which the minimum wage applies, but 
are also applicable to competing indus
tries that compete in the same labor 
market for their employees? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. It affects 
every industry, whether it is covered or 
not. The Secretary brought that fact 
out earlier in his report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. To follow that point 
one more step, is it not true that the rate 
of real pay of the employee who is af
fected, therefore, will not increase ap
preciably, because the merchants have 
to raise the cost of the articles produced 
or the service rendered in somewhat the 
same degree that their production costs 
and their administration costs are raised 
by the operation of a minimum wage 
law? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
exactly correct. This is a point I have 
tried to make throughout the years in 
discussing this subject. The very people 

we are trying to help are the ones who 
are going to suffer. 

It is simply an economic fact of life 
that if we have an increase in cost it must 
be absorbed. The quickest way to absorb 
such an increase is to raise prices. In a 
case like this, where the increase affects 
so many industries and so many busi
nesses, the price can go up very easily, 
because of competition being what it is. 
All people can raise prices at the same 
time. If the increase affected only a 
small segment of the economy or a seg
ment of the industry, the competition 
might keep prices down. A merchant 
or management then might have to :find 
some other way of cutting, though there 
has to be a cut. 

That is what the Secretary of Labor 
recognized, as I cited from the previous 
paragraph in the report. When these 
unnatural increases come along, in or
der for a man to stay in business he must 
do something. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The increases in 
prices which follow of necessity affect 
all the consuming public likewise, do 
they not? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. They affect every
one in the United States, including the 
worker we are trying to help. 

This may be beside the point, but the 
steel strike of last year produced, in my 
estimation, wage increases which were 
not earned by increased productivity. 
We have not had an increase in steel 
prices as yet, but we are going to have 
one. Since steel is a basic industry, this 
price increase will have an effect on 
prices. The very people who got the 
wage increase are going to have to pay 
more for refrigerators, for automobiles, 
and for everything containing steel, as 
will all of us. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that 
such a system is a direct contributor to 
in:tlation and will bring further in:tlation 
if persisted in? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. Any time the economy has any 
unnatural forces acting on it, it produces 
inflation or deflation. We do have nor
mal in:tlation through the operation of 
our economic system, but when the Gov
ernment injects itself into the operation 
of the economic system we always get 
inflation. We get in:tlation out of the 
Government growing bigger and bigger 
and bigger and spending more and more 
and more money it does not have. Deficit 
spending, I will admit, can be de:tlation
ary, but up to now it has been highly in
:tlationary. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The question deals 
generally with the purpose of the bill. 
Does the bill confine itself solely to the 
workers who are trying to attain what is 
called a minimum sustenance wage, or 
would the bill operate with respect to 
workers who now are admittedly receiv
ing more than what would be normally 
designated as a minimum sustenance 
wage? 
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Mr. GOLDWATER. When one reads 
the bill, the bill purportedly is directed 
toward the man making less than what 
the proponents of the bill feel to be a 
wage which will allow him to enjoy life 
and the pursuit of happiness. However, 
the Senator is correct in assuming that 
the bill will affect all wage earners. 
Wage rates will go up. That has been 
the disclosure of the investigation of the 
Secretary of Labor. 

The effect of such wage increases has 
been as low as 10 percent in the low
impact industries to as high as 40 per
cent increase in labor costs. I wish there 
were a way to get the precise amount 
that the last increase affected labor costs 
in this country. I have not seen any 
figures which bear on that exactly, but 
there must be billions of dollars in
volved, and all that has to be absorbed. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is the indirect 
pressure as to the lifting of wages. Is 
that what the Senator is talking about? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. Will the 
Senator allow me to continue a moment 
further? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. A majority of the 

5 million people to be newly covered 
by the bill we are talking about are 
presently earning more than the present 
statutory minimum of a dollar. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Are there some who 
are earning as much as $3 or $4 per hour, 
who may be helped by the bill, espe
cially in obtaining time-and-a-half pay 
for work? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Hourly rates in 
manufacturing in this country in June, 
the latest figure I have, were $2.29 an 
hour, on the average. For durable goods 
the figure was $2.44 an hour. For non
durable goods the figure was $2.08 an 
hour. In the construction industry the 
figure was $3.34 an hour. 

In the retail trade, which is the area 
the bill is mostly directed toward, the 
latest figure is for May, and the figure 
is $1.81. 

Certainly even those wages which are 
arrived at by negotiation over the bar
gaining table will go up. That will be 
the result of competition in the labor 
field. It is the same kind of competi
tion we have in the price field, in re
tailing, or any other type of service or 
selling in this country. Competition it
self will require that the next negotia
tion at the bargaining table bring about 
an increase in wages. There has to be 
a differential in wages, if we are to keep 
incentive alive in this country. That dif
ferential is not only automatic, it is a 
must. We cannot level off all wages in 
this country, so that everybody is paid, 
for example, $2 an hour whether he is 
a good worker or a poor worker. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator is still 
talking about the indirect operation of 
the bill. My question is directed to a 
different situation. A new group is to 
be brought within the operations of the 
present law. In a particular industry 
the pay may be above the minimum of 
$1.25, whether or not the bill is passed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. But there is presently 

no provision for time and a half pay in 
the industry, perhaps. Would that 

group of workers, now receiving wages 
in excess of $1.25 an hour, become en
titled under the Federal mandate to time 
and a half pay under the formula? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. The only 
ones who are exempted from the time 
and a half provision are the local transit 
companies, the seamen on American
flag vessels, and those people who are 
engaged in fish processing. Those are 
the three groups. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Some few are ex
empted, but except for those exemptions 
the law would operate upon all workers, 
giving them time and a half for hours 
worked in excess of a designated num
ber? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. From that standpoint 
the bill would go beyond dealing with 
the minimum sustenance wage? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. I have been trying to develop 
in my argument the point that the bill 
would not affect simply the minimqm 
wage. The bill would affect hours and 
would affect everything which has to do 
with employment in this country. We 
are talking about the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act, not simply a minimum wage. 
The minimum wage provision is only a 
part of the Fair Labor Standards Act. 
There is also consideration of time and a 
half, age, conditions of employment, and 
so on. 

We are now talking about the effect of 
the minimum wage segment of the bill. 
In that we have to consider the overtime 
provisions in the bill. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. It seems to me the 
impression gained by the public gener
ally is that the bill under consideration 
is a bill to help the workers in sweat
shops. In fact, the bill is a Federal man
date to pay time and a half in industries 
in which the workers do not now receive 
time and a half but in which the hourly 
pay rates may be $3 or $4 an hour. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. Let us consider a bricklayer. 
A bricklayer receives $5 an hour, and he 
will receive $7.50 an hour for overtime, 
under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is already oper
ative, in most instances. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. But the bill would 

bring in a new category under the defini
tion of interstate commerce as carried 
in the bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The bill says, 
"affecting interstate commerce." That 
is the dangerous term in the bill. In the 
first paragraph we see the term "affect
ing interstate commerce." For the first 
time we are asked to write into the law 
the language of the Supreme Court 
which has broadened the interpretation 
of the commerce clause of the Constitu
tion so wide that I cannot, as I stand 
here, think of a single, solitary person 
in this country who would not be in
cluded under the provisions of the act 
unless he were specifically exempted by 
the provisions of the act. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I point out that 
about a week ago it was called to my at
tention that a demand was made at one 
particular business in which bargaining 

will take place is that there shall be 
double pay for nonwork holidays because 
in truth, under that philosophy, while 
the man is not working at all, he is 
working. I suppose that is the theory. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have not heard 
of that. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
shall not indulge in pleasantries before 
making a comment, but it has been my 
personal privilege to serve with the Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER] on 
our Subcommittee on Labor of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. I 
have cherished our friendship. I also 
wish to commend the intellectual integ
rity with which the Senator presents his 
viewpoint. Later on in the debate I 
shall call attention to why we have 
agreed on the $1.25 an hour as a mini
mum. This is not the time for that dis
cussion. However, the presumed infla
tionary spiral, which the Senator says 
would be accentuated if we should adopt 
a $1.25 minimum wage, has been em
phasized. 

Mr. President, it is estimated that the 
increased cost would be approximately 
$2,500 million or it could go as high as 
$2,900 million. 

I ask the Senator from Arizona if it is 
a fact that this amount would actually 
be less than 1 percent of every payroll 
dollar in the United States? I ask him 
further if it is true that the amount 
would be only slightly more than one
half of 1 percent of the gross national 
product of the United States? Certainly 
my colleague will agree that these figures 
are correct. This would cause no dis
location of our economy. I believe this 
to be a valid viewpoint. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe that the 
Senator is correct in using the figure of 
1 percent. I have not computed the per
centage. But I must accept Mr. Meany's 
figures as being correct. He has no 
reason to make an incorrect statement. 
It may be one-half of 1 percent of the 
gross national product. I just do not 
happen to put much credence in the 
gross national product. I do not think 
it means a thing, and whether the per
centage is one-tenth of 1 percent, one
half of 1 percent, 1 percent, or 2 percent 
of the gross national product, it can add 
to the inflationary pressures. I do not 
say that it absolutely would, but I say 
there is a danger. A 1-percent increase 
in the cost of living tacked on to the 
normal cost of living increases, plus the 
abnormal cost of living increases that we 
do not expect and do not look for, but 
which we have been receiving from time 
to time, could have a very bad effect. 
So I do not think we gain anything by 
saying, "It is only 1 percent," because 
no matter what it is, it does add to the 
inflationary pressures. I accept Mr. 
Meany's figures as being correct, but I 
do not accept the statement that $2 bil
lion is the total cost. I do not think we 
have any real way of knowing. We have 
not been able to get any figures. I am 
going to try again this week to get some 
figures showing the total effect of the 
increase to a dollar. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. I understand from 

reading the RECORD that the 2-billion
plus figure-r think it is nearer 3 bil
lion-mentioned by Mr Meany related 
to his estimate of the added cost in the 
industries affected, and not to the total 
labor cost of the Nation, and does not 
take into account the competition be
tween all industries for labor when they 
go after the same labor personnel, as 
has already been so fully mentioned by 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. We do not know the total effect 
of this measure on the labor structure of 
the country. 

I wish now to continue with this re
port submitted last year by Mr. Mitchell. 

Nonetheless, the surveys present evidence 
of disemployment apparently related to the 
increase in the $1 minimum, despite the fact 
that the economy was rising at that time 
and there were increases in the general level 
of prioes which facilitated adjustment to the 
$1 minimum. Employment tended to de
cline in the low-wage industries, and in most 
cases more markedly in those segments of 
the low-wage industries where wage rates 
had been increased most. • • • 

The results of the studies undertaken by 
the Department suggest that the $1 mini
mum had substantial impact in the low
wage industries and that there is still a 
heavy concentration of workers at or near 
the minimum in the low-wage industries. 
In view of these conclusions, it is not de
terminative that prices, the wage level gen
erally, and productivity have increased in 
the meantime. • • • 

The minimum should be increased when lt 
appears evident that it can be done without 
requiring generally rising prices to help ef
fect the higher wages. 

I think while much colloquy has sep
arated this report, if my colleagues will 
read the RECORD tomorrow they will have 
a good understanding of what the Secre
tary of Labor has found out with only 
1 year's study. I repeat that in my esti
mation, from my knowledge of the retail 
business, about a half a million people 
would be affected within 3 to 4 months 
after the act took effect. 

The Department of Labor's report 
clearly shows that the increase in the 
minimum wage resulted in dismissal of 
least efficient workers and increased 
prices. The risk of curtailing employ
ment through increasing the minimum 
rate at this time is far greater than it 
was in 1956-57. The industries most 
significantly affected by any increase 
in the statutory rate are generally highly 
competitive and tend to operate on small 
profit margins. The Congress must 
carefully weigh the effect of mandatory 
cost increases in terms of the operating 
margins of the affected industries based 
on their competitive position in the 
marketplace. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to get 

a clear understanding of the statement 
made by the Senator from Arizona a mo
ment ago to the effect that in his judg
ment, based upon his own familiarity 
with business, about half a million peo
ple would be immediately affected. Does 
the Senator mean adversely affected, by 
losing their positions? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is my opinion 
that when this law is placed in effect, if 
it is placed in effect in the present form 
of the bill, approximate ly a half million 
people who are the least efficient work
ers, as the Secretary of Labor describes 
them, will lose their jobs. It is an un
pleasant fact of life, but the average 
businessman in this country is pretty 
close to the wall so far as cutting ex
penses further is concerned. I can re
member the day in the retail business 
when a 10-percent profit was not an un
usual return. Today the average is 
about 2¥.! percent. The pad of some 7¥.! 
percent, with which the merchant used 
to be able to say, "Well, we will stop doing 
this; we will cut costs this way," is no 
longer there. Competition has removed 
it. High taxation has removed it, until 
today there is not much room to wriggle 
between the position and the wall. In 
fact, in the retail industry I am highly 
concerned about what any decline of 
sales would do over a period of, say, 6 
months. I can remember that in the de
pression of 1929 our little business did 
not make any money for 5 years, but we 
survived. We got along. We could not 
do that any more, because the Govern
ment has taken away our ability to create 
surpluses. It has taken away our ability 
to be fiexible; and the Government is 
now about to inject itself further into a 
very important cost part of the retail and 
service business. 

So that we are approaching the day 
when, with lowered sales, a 10-percent 
reduction over a period of 6 months could 
do very serious damage to industry in 
this country. That is one of the reasons 
why we do not need to pile any more 
Government interference on any busi
nesses in this country. 

The country is still faced with infla
tionary pressures, and the Congress must 
consider the effect of an increase in the 
minimum wage in terms of its impact on 
the overall economy. The nature of the 
problem is illustrated in a letter ad
dressed to the chairman of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare by Adm. 
JohnS. McCain who presented the views 
of the Department of Defense in refer
ence to S. 1046. The following is taken 
from Admiral McCain's letter to the 
chairman: 

As indicated in its title, S. 1046 would 
broaden the coverage of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, and would 
increase the minimum wage o! employees 
covered by the act from $1 to $1.25 per hour. 
The Department of the Navy, in behalf of 
the Department of Defense, opposes certain 
features of S. 1046, but defers to the De
partment of Labor and the Bureau of the 
Budget on the broad · economic and labor 
policies involved. 

The Department of Defense points out that 
subject bill would place a certain number of 
the Department's contractors under coverage 
of the Fair Labor Standards Act who are not 
now covered by the act because they are not 
engaged in commerce or the production of 
goods for commerce. Also, an increase of 
the minimum wage under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act would have an upward in
fluence upon all wages generally. Enact
ment of S. 1046 would, therefore, have a 
budgetary 1mpa.ct upon the Department of 
Defense by virtue of increased labor costs 
to contractors which would inevitably. be 

passed on to the Department. The amount 
of such increased costs is not ascertainable 
to any realistic degree. 

That is what I brought out earlier. 
We cannot say with any degree of com
plete accuracy what the total increased 
cost would be. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator 

mean by his last statement that we 
know that this raised minimum struc
ture will project itself far beyond the 
industries directly affected, but that we 
do not know how far beyond? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. There is no way 
to tell, without doing it, so as to know at 
one time all the job characteristics of 
hundreds of thousands of job classifica
tions in this country. I do not believe 
there is any one man who has that abil
ity. I think we can come to some gen
eral conclusions. I hope to have some 
figures relating to this subject before the 
debate ends. 

Any increase in the statutory mini
mum wage must ultimately be re:fiected 
in an increase in all wages since unions 
have an obligation to their members to 
preserve existing differentials. 

The Senator will recall that I have 
oftentimes during the discussion re
ferred to the differentials which must 
be maintained. I suggest that it be
comes the responsibility of union lead
ers to negotiate to keep these differen
tials as they are today, and not allow 
them to come closer and closer together. 

The first witness heard was George 
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO, who 
has appeared several times in support 
of an increased minimum wage and an 
extension of the act's coverage. A re
view of his testimony shows that Mr. 
Meany is well aware of the fact that any 
minimum wage set by Congress provides 
a :floor for all wages and necessitates 
wage increases for all workers to main
tain the differential for skilled workers. 
He said: 

Let us begin by recognizing that the earn
ings o! millions of American workers are 
keyed directly to the Federal minimum 
wage. 

That statement comes from George 
Meany, president of AFL-CIO. 

Mr. Max Greenberg, president, Retail, 
Wholesale, and Department Store Union, 
AFL-CIO, also said: 

There obviously will be some upward 
pressure by those people who are today re
ceiving $1.25 so that they will move forward. 
I am sure we want something like that to 
happen. 

The reason we today consider the retail 
worker on the lowest rung of the economic 
ladder is because of the fact that we have so 
many who are making less than a dollar. 
If everybody was making a dollar and a 
quarter, obviously, when we went in to bar
gain for those people whom we have organ
ized, we would be able to get them a fairly 
attractive wage. 

These are two statements from prom
inent labor leaders who recognize that 
the wages of American workers are keyed 
directly to the minimum wage, and 
that any increase in the minimum wage 
means an increase in all wages. 
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I repeat that we cannot be against 
wage increases, per se. However, we 
must maintain a realistic position eco
nomically. When wage increases are not 
called for, to make them by government 
fiat, in effect, works a hardship on the 
economic system, and it works a hard
ship on the very people we are trying to 
help. 

So these prominent labor leaders 
recognize that they must go to the bar
gaining table to get higher wages for 
those they represent. That is their re
sponsibility. The labor movement recog
nizes the fact-and this is particularly 
true in the craft unions-that the dif
ferential has a great effect on American 
productivity, and they must maintain 
this differential. When the minimum 
wage becomes $1.25, the man who has an 
agreement calling for $1.50 feels that 
that is not enough of a differential to 
recognize his superiority. So the bar
gaining goes on, and he comes out with a 
higher wage. Our labor leaders know 
that. 

The proponents of an increase in the 
minimum wage accept rising price levels 
as a necessary corollary of this legisla
tion. The following colloquy between 
Senator GOLDWATER and Mr. Meany is 
significant: 

Senator GOLDWATER. • • • Now, we are 
talking about a $1.25 minimum. I do not 
care what the figure is-$1.50 or $1.10, what
ever it is. How long would it be before that 
would become an unbearably low minimum, 
since we would have to raise wages all the 
way up the scale-how long would it be be
fore $1.25 became the 75 cents or 50 cents 
of today? 

Mr. MEANY. I do not know how long it 
would be, but it would come inevitably. lit 
has to come under our system and our econ
omy. And if you look over the history of the 
economic progress here in America, I will 
admit i.t has got to come. We have a high 
wage-high price economy: and under thalt 
sort of an economy, we have the best stand
ards in the world, comparatively speaking. 

Now, you say how long will it be before 
the $1.25 becomes the 75 cents of 10 years 
e.go. I don't know. But to me it is in
evitable that it will come. 

Here again we have the top labor 
leader of the United States recognizing 
an economic fact of life, that it will be 
one more Congress or two more Con
gresses before we are going to go 
through this same performance again. 
I believe that almost anyone could very 
intelligently take a project calendar and 
almost tell the year when we will be 
asked to raise the minimum wage again, 
because by artificial action by Govern
ment the present one has become an 
unliveable wage. 

I do not care how much a man earns 
an hour, if he earns it. If a man can 
earn $100 an hour, he is entitled to be 
paid that. However, if he can earn only 
50 cents an hour, he should not be paid 
$1.25 an hour. 

Mr. George H. Kimball, who appeared 
on behalf of the National Retail Mer
chants Association, in his testimony be
fore the subcommittee, said: 

The infiationary aspect of an increased or 
extended Federal minimum wage also must 
be carefully examined. The imposition of a 
Federal minimum wage affects not only mar
ginal workers earning less than the mini· 

mum, but all workers, if existing wage differ
entials are to be maintained. 

We have an expression up there in the sea
port where I live, "When the tide comes in 
all the costs go up." SO, if you put in a 
minimum wage of $1.25 an hour for a begin
ner, a starter, or a learner, then your expe
rienced people, you have got to pay them $2 
or $2.50 an hour. 

President Eisenhower a year ago asked us 
to try to keep our cost of business down and 
try not to raise our prices. Now, there are 
only one or two things that could possibly 
happen if this wage and hour law does go 
through affecting retailers; it would mean 
that we would have to either raise our prices 
or curtail our services. 

Under sound personnel administration, an 
employer cannot raise the wage floor for the 
minimum sk1lled employe without making 
comparable adjustments up the line for 
higher skilled and more experienced workers. 

Thus, the entire payroll must be adjusted 
upward if a sound wage structure, as well as 
good employee morale, are to be maintained. 
This is especially true in a personalized 
service business such as retailing. 

We believe that high wages which re
sult from increased productivity have 
provided Americans with the world's 
highest living standards. But high 
wages established by Government fiat 
and not accompanied by any increase in 
output can only result in economic disas
ter for all of us. Again, a colloquy be
tween Senator GOLDWATER and Mr. 
Meany throws light on the direction in 
which this legislation would take us: 

Senator GoLDWATER. You realize, of course, 
that if we do that, prices are going to go 
up. I think you mentioned they would go 
up 1 percent. But they are going to go 
up. Now, that is an unnatural increase in 
price. • • • 

Mr. MEANY. An unnatural increase in 
price? 

Senator GoLDWATER. It is an unnatural in
crease in that it was created by an act of 
Government rather than an act of the eco
nomic system. And aren't we today in some 
of our industries having trouble with un
natural price increases created by unearned 
wage increases? 

Mr. MEANY. I do not agree. 
Senator GOLDWATER. You do not agree with 

that? 
Mr. MEANY. No. 
Senator GoLDWATER. Well, let me cite an 

example of France. France had a 5-percent
per-year increase in her economy, I think, 
between 1952 and 1958. And that is a goal, 
I think, that some economists and some peo
ple in politics want to achieve in this coun
try by Government intervention in the eco
nomic system. But France had an increase 
in the cost of living of 25 percent between 
1956 and 1958. 

Now, are we going to get ourselves in the 
same fix that France was in when she sud
denly stopped Government intervention and 
went b~k to the natural laws? 

Many of the newly covered employees 
would be in the retail and service in
dustries. Again, the testimony by Mr. 
George ·H. Kimball is significant. He 
said: 

Legislated wage increases ignore the basic 
economic principle that a true wage increase 
results only when accompanied by increased 
productivity and efficiency on the part of 
employees. 

If not accompanied by increased produc
tivity, they represent nothing more than 
added costs for the employer to assume. 
This added cost cannot be absorbed under 
existing retail margins without wiping away 

the profits of many stores and confronting 
others with serious operating losses. 

The division of research of the Harvard 
Business School annually reports significant 
figures on department and specialty store 
operations. Figures for 1957 show a net 
profit after taxes for all department stores 
of only 2.8 percent. 

It was less for smaller stores doing under 
a million dollars annual sales volume. In 
order to maintain existing profits or remain 
in business at all, retailers will be forced 
to raise the price of their goods to the con
sumer if competition permits. This invites 
then an inflationary effect, which not only 
nullifies the increase in purchasing power of 
those receiving the increased wages, but also 
decreases the purchasing power of the public 
as a whole. 

Therefore, the extension of the Federal 
minimum wage to retailing carries the risk 
of precipitating two dreaded consequences: 
inflation and unemployment. 

Proposals to divide the retail and service 
industries on the wage and hour issue by 
placing some under the Federal act while 
exempting others are both discriminatory 
and unsound. 

Such proposals have been made many 
times before, but Congress wisely has seen fit 
to reject them. They are merely piecemeal 
or foot-in-the-door approaches designed to 
extend Federal controls in areas which 
properly rest with the individual States. 

They are based on the assumption that 
size alone, whether measured by sales or 
number of units operated, represents ability 
and obligation to pay. They disregard the 
basic characteristics and competitive nature 
of retailing. No division of the industry, 
whether imposed on the basis of sales vol
ume, number of units maintained, or type 
of ownership, can be effooted without 
creating most serious inequities. Aside 
from the principles involved, such an ap
proach would impose insurmountable ad
ministrative and enforcement problems. It 
is axiomatic that laws should not stand if 
they cannot be enforced. 

Any such division of the trade would not 
only discriminate against the larger em
ployer, but seriously injure the smaller em
ployer, intended to be exempt. 

Mr. President, I want to interject here 
an additional reason why American busi
nessmen should not be encroached upon 
further by the Federal Government. Mr. 
Kimball touched on it lightly. I refer to 
the administrative and enforcement 
problems. The average retail business 
today has from one to a dozen employees 
who do nothing but fill out reports for the 
Federal Government. I can assure Sen
ators that it is a never-ending task. 
This means the imposition of further ad
ministrative responsibilities on not only 
the retailer, but on all service trades and 
every other business covered by the act as 
well. It may not be a big burden to a 
large institution; but to a small institu
tion, it is a big burden. 

Furthermore, there is the constant 
danger of forgetting to file one of the 
reports. They are so multitudinous I 
cannot relate them all. It is necessary 
to file literally thousands of them with 
the Federal Government every year. If 
we forget one, we are liable to a fine; we 
are even liable to a jail sentence. This is 
an additional burden placed on American 
business which I do not believe should be 
placed on American business. 

In many industries, increased pro
ductivity results from the equipment 
available to workers which increases 
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their output. With most of the addi
tional workers who would be covered by 
the provisions of the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act, it is difficult to increase their 
productivity through the application of 
more capital equipment. Hence, their 
coverage will either jeopardize their jobs 
or result in inflationary wage increases. 

We believe that the time has come 
when · increased productivity should be 
reflected in lower prices which will bene
fit all of America's consumers rather than 
in wage increases which exclude retired 
people and many others from partici
pating in the fruits of America's growing 
economy. · 

This is another economic fact of life 
which is overlooked by the proponents 
of the measure. The whole intent of 
the free enterprise system is to provide 
lower prices, not higher prices. We do 
not want to go back to the days of the 
handmade automobile, or back to the 
days of the hand-sewn garment. We 
want to pass on the increases in profits 
and the increases in earnings to the 
American buying public, not constantly 
apply them to the wage earner. 

Much of the trouble in which elderly 
people find themselves today certainly 
stems from the fact that we have not 
been passing on to the American public 
the increases in productivity which are 
reflected in lower prices. We should be 
doing this. We are not able to do it be
cause of the demands of labor and now 
the demands of Government that we ap
ply this increase only in the field rep
resented by the wage earner. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am very happy that 
the Senator from Arizona has brought 
out this point, and has made it so clear 
that the increases in prices which have 
already been sustained throughout the 
operation of the minimum wage law un
doubtedly will be larger if the proposed 
provision comes into existence as law, as 
shown by the report from Harvard, which 
the Senator has just read. 

That very fact is the thing which is 
disturbing most of the elderly people of 
my State. The Senator, I think, knows 
that, with the exception of one or two 
other States, perhaps, my State has with
in its borders more elderly people who 
have retired, proportionately to its pop
ulation, than any other State. Those 
people have noted the inflationary 
spirals, the never-ending increases in 
prices, with tremendous apprehension, 
because inflation destroys their ability 
to live on the basis on which they had 
prepared themselves to live, and on which 
they thought, under our American sys
tem, they were safe in expecting to live. 

I think nothing would be more un
forgivable of the Senate and Congress 
at this time, in considering this measure, 
than to forget the plight of millions of 
people who are not receiving public bene
fits, who have managed their economic 
lives with reasonable caution and care. 

. Although they thought they could fore
see reasonable independence for the rest 

of their lives, they now find that their 
ability to live comfortably is destroyed or 
impaired greatly by Government inter
vention. 

I hope the Senator from Arizona will, 
over and over again, drive home that 
point. I do not believe the Senate, or 
anyone in Congress, wants to be unkind 
or thoughtless of this fact. Neverthe
less, this inflationary spiral, which the 
two able and intelligent labor leaders, 
whom the Senator from Arizona has just 
quoted from the hearing record, admit 
is a part of the history, is destructive of 
the independence of millions of fine, 
elderly people in our country. 

I think that is one of the arguments 
every Senator and every Member of the 
House of Representatives will want to re
call before he casts a vote to increase this 
spiral, to increase the always upward 
level of prices, and substantially and 
further to impair, and in many cases 
destroy, the ability of elderly people to 
live in some degree of comfort off of their 
savings. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator from Florida for that observation. 
Let me say that Arizona has a very high 
percentage of retired persons. Is it not 
a rather unusual paradox that we gather 
here for a special session, one aim of 
which is to pass a minimum wage law 
that will make it more difficult for the 
retired persons to live, and then we shall 
pass a law to take care of the medical 
expenses of the retired persons. I main
tain that if the Federal Government had 
kept itself out of these fields that re
quire inflation as the answer and destroy 
the plans of retired people, we would not 
have to concern ourselves with the plight 
of an unknown number of people over 
65 years of age, as it relates to their 
medical expenses. In Arizona t:Q.ere are 
tens of thousands of people who very 
prudently during their lives provided 
funds on which they could retire. But 
after getting the funds, they find them 
insufficient to cover the costs of living. 
Who is to blame for that? I think the 
Congress and the Government have to 
take that blame, because one of the 
greatest forces acting on inflation is the 
Federal Government, and one of the 
greatest forces acting on increased costs 
in this country is the cost of conducting 
the Federal Government and the State 
and the local governments. 

So here we sit, with a few days in 
which to act; and we are going to take 
care of those over 65 years of age, and 
then we are going to turn around and 
kick them in the pants. That does not 
make sense to me. A great many of 
these people will not be able to get along, 
as a result of the passage of this bill. 

So what is the next answer? Then 
some Member of Congress introduces a 
bill to take care of the cost-of-living 
problems, in connection with their homes 
and everything else, of these people. 
The end result of all this will be that 
the Federal Government will take over. 

Mr. George Meany, president of the 
AFL-CIO, in his testimony before the 
subcommittee, showed a callous disre
gard for the jobs of those individuals who 
would be severed from the payroll if the 

minimum wage were raised beyond the 
point which an employer could meet. He 
said: 

Let's get practical about it. There is cer
tainly a moral question here. Let me put it 
quite clearly. If a business for any reason 
at all, must base its existence on paying less 
than a decent wage, I say it has no right 
to exist. I think that is plain. 

And again, in the following colloquy: 
Mr. MEANY. If his profit depended on pay

ing less than the minimum wage, then I 
say he shouldn't be in business. 

Senator PROUTY. I am not talking about 
the minimum wage. I am talking about any 
wage, whether it be $2 an hour of $1.50 an 
hour. He has to show a profit in order_ to 
stay in business, and that means a profit on 
the services performed by each one of his 
employees. Isn't that logical? 

Mr. MEANY. Well, again I say I don't agree 
with you when you get to below a minimum 
wage. 

Senator PROUTY. You are saying if he is 
unable to pay a minimum wage, he should go 
out of business? 

Mr. MEANY. That is right. 

I heard that colloquy, and it is diffi
cult for me to believe that Mr. Meany 
meant that. He has come up the hard 
way in this world; he has worked all his 
life to get where he is; and I imagine 
there were times in his life when he 
worked for a wage below what he 
thought he should be receiving. But he 
had to have a job. In this country there 
are literally hundreds of thousands, if 
not millions, of people who, as I said 
earlier, are not particularly concerned 
with what pay they receive. They want 
a job, and they will take a below mini
mum standard wage just to be em
ployed--employed temporarily, prob
ably, in many cases. But nevertheless, 
that fact exists. And regardless of this 
law, that fact will continue to exist. 

I may say that in connection with the 
matter of salaries, I have made a num
ber of studies among the people with 
whom I have worked at different levels 
during my life. I have listed 10 subjects 
which I thought were of importance to 
people working; subjects such as-al
though I hate to use the word-security, 
which means they will be working 10 
or 20 years from now, and other sub
jects, such as conditions, salaries, and 
so forth. l have asked them to give 
to each one of them a number, to 
indicate their opinion of its importance 
in connection with their jobs. Salary 
has never gone above No. 7 in that con
nection, in my studies; and it will be 
found generally that salary is not the 
determining factor in looking for a job. 
If that were true, there probably would 
not be any ministers today, because the 
ministry is about as low paid a profession 
as any I know of; and many politicians 
would go out of this business-! do not 
now speak of it at this level-because 
most political levels pay too small a 
salary. 

People go to work chiefly because they 
like the jobs. Certainly most of us in 
this body could do better economically 
on the outside. But we like politics; 
we think this is an expression of service 
to our country. 

Similarly, a soldier certainly can make 
more mtmey on the outside. A boy who 
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files a B-52 makes less than one-third of 
what is made by one who rues commer
cially the same aircraft, today. But the 
boy who flies the B-52 is not in a rush 
to get out of the service, for he feels he 
is doing something by being in the serv
ice, and that feeling is part of the re
muneration of doing the job. 

So, in my observation, a man does 
not go down a long list of jobs and pick 
out the highest paid one. He picks a 
job that he thinks he will like, a job in 
which he thinks he will render service, 
and in which he will be happy. So he 
goes to work. And if he does a good job, 
he will wind up making pay commensu
rate with the job. 

Mr. Meany· makes it abundantly clear 
that he is not concerned at all for those 
employees who would lose their jobs if 
their employer were forced out of busi
ness. I feel certain that employees who 
are the potential victims of Mr. Meany's 
program for unemployment do not share 
his views in this matter, and that whom
ever else he speaks for, he does not speak 
for them. 

This view of Mr. Meany's, incidentally, 
is shared by at least one other member 
of the committee, who has also, on sev
eral occasions, asserted that there should 
be no exemptions of any kind from the 
application of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act; that every employee, without ex
ception, employed in an enterprise en
gaged in any activity affecting interstate 
commerce, should be covered by the 
minimum wage law. Going even fur
ther, the same member has asserted that 
coverage should be based not on the 
interstate commerce clause of the Con
stitution, but on the allegedly even 
broader basis of the Constitution's gen
eral welfare clause. This is a propo
sition of considerable legal dubiousness, 
which reflects, however, the reckless and 
irresponsible tampering with the essen
tial structure of our free economy which 
characterizes so much of the proposed 
legislation in the welfare area. And 
earlier today I read part of the state
ments made last night by the Senator 
from Oregon which bear out, here on 
the :floor, the statements to which I now 
refer, which were made in the commit
tee. 

Paradoxically, this same committee 
member, who had expressed opposition 
to any and all exemptions, on another 
occasion suggested that an exemption 
for a certain industry, particularly active 
in hia own State, be left intact, thus re
moving the employees in that industry 
from the act's overtime provisions. In 
making this inconsistent suggestion, he 
pointed out that the labor unions oper
ating in that particular industry pre
ferred that the employees in the indus
try be denied the statutory benefits pro
vided by the law. The reason for their 
attitude is a simple one: It would merely 
make it more difficult for the union to 
organize these employees. That is, union 
membership becomes less attractive in 
some industries when Government guar
antees the employees a minimum wage. 

This provides some indication that the 
zeal and enthusiasm with which organ
ized labor supports increase anct exten
sion of the minimum wage, allegedly out 

of humanitarian concern for low-wage 
employees, may well be tempered where 
application of the statutory minimum 
wage would result in weakening the 
union. It raises some doubts about the 
genuineness of the professed concern of 
the leaders of organized labor for the 
welfare of unorganized workers, in con
trast with their unquestioned concern 
for the strengthening of their unions. 

It should also be noted that Mr. 
Meany's position that an employer who 
cannot afford to pay the statutory mini
mum wage should go out of business
with the necessarily consequent loss of 
jobs to his employees-is distinctly in 
conflict with the stated policy of the 
minimum wage law itself. Section 2(b) 
of the act states: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
this act, through the exercise by Congress 
of its power to regulate commerce among 
the several States and with foreign nations, 
to correct and as rapidly as practicable to 
eliminate the conditions above referred to 
in such industries without substantially 
curtailing employment or earning power. 

The committee bill does not modify 
this declaration of policy, and therefore 
we presume that its supporters do not 
intend to nullify it and sharply disagree 
with Mr. Meany. But we feel strongly 
that in retaining the stated congressional 
policy they are merely preserving the 
language while simultaneously destroy
ing its content by means of many of the 
amendments contained in the committee 
bill. 

In discussing an appropriate minimum 
wage, the impression has frequently been 
given that an entire family is basically 
supported by the wages earned by the 
recipient of the statutory minimum. We 
find that, in many cases, those who are 
not covered under the existing law, or 
those who are not earning the minimum 
wage, are new entrants into the labor 
market, part-time workers, or older peo
ple. The individuals affected are a con
stantly changing group. 

The following colloquy between Sena
tor PROUTY and Mr. Meany is signifi
cant: 

Senator PROUTY. Another question: How 
did you arrive at this figure of $1.25? Why 
wouldn't $1.50 be better? 

Mr. MEANY. Well this is a field where 
you've got to make a little progress. It is 
quite obvious that the minimum standard, 
the minimum yearly wage required for what 
we call a decent, normal standard of living 
is still going to be far above what this $1.25 
will bring. 

In fact, the minimum is $4,200, isn't it? 

lies based on the concept of a minimum 
wage for an individual worker. 

I might inject here this one overlooked 
fact, that while in the retail field, in the 
lower end of it, we might say, the hourly 
rate of $1.81, which was the average in 
May, is not favorably comparable to the 
rates paid in construction and manufac
turing, nevertheless the majority of these 
people work all year. I would say in 
most cases it will be found that the per
son who works all year has a better an
nual earning than the person who works 
on an hourly basis. Many union leaders 
are now recognizing this fact and are 
turning toward the guaranteed annual 
wage. I could discuss that subject at 
some later date, but I merely wanted to 
bring out the fact that what they are 
aiming this legislation at is, in many re
spects, a better field for making a living 
than the field of employment where a 
person works a week or two at a time, 
and then is off a week, or in an industry 
which depends on seasonal production. 

Another view of the impact on wage 
differentials was given by Mr. H. B. 
Devinny, vice president and director of 
industrial relations of the Davison 
Chemical Co., Baltimore, Md., who ap
peared on behalf of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. He declared: 

The impact of minimum wage legislation 
is not confined to the labor costs at the 
minimum. 

In its initial impact, minimum wage legis
lation will narrow down or eliminate some 
of the preexisting wage differentials above the 
minimum. But the law does not change the 
underlying realities that produced. and 
sustain these wage differentials. 

These wage differentials are highly prized 
by working people and are highly useful in 
allocating and recruiting human resources of 
varying skills and talents, and in terms of 
risk and working conditions. 

Wage dtlferentials exist in an societies and 
perform highly essential functions. They 
can be counted on to reassert themselves 
after a new minimum is fiXed-to induce a 
spreading of upward changes in wage rates 
in general from those directly a1rected by 
the minimum wage law to others above the 
minimum not directly affected. 

It is generally agreed that minimum wage 
legislation both "jacks up" the whole wage 
rate structure and increases its rigidity. It 
is on the desirability of these effects that 
fundamental disagreement develops. 

Those who support increases in the mini
mum wage may be, wittingly or unwittingly, 
becoming underwriters of inflation. Why 
are labor leaders with few or even no mem
bers working at the minimum wage so in
terested in getting lawmakers to do their 
work for them? 

Mr. RUTTENBERG. It is $4,600. Mr. Devinny answered this question by 
The data to which Mr. Ruttenberg re- inserting an article from the New York 

ferred is based on· a study prepared by Times of October 7, 1955. It read: 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics which was Union locals in the garment industry were 
described as a city worker's family instructed today to seek a general wage in
budget. Many of the employees covered crease for 150,000 workers when the Federal 
b 

minimum wage goes to $1 an hour March 1. 
y this legislation are not city workers, The mandate was issued by the general ex-

and they are not the sole support of a ecutive board of the [n.ternational Ladies' 
family. On the contrary, their earnings Garment Workers' Union, AFL, at its semi
supplement those of others in the family, annual meeting here. David Dubinsky, the 
providing the entire family with an in- union's president, said the wage drive was 
come far in excess of the minimum rec- - intended to counteract the "squeeze" that 
ommended by the Bureau of Labor sta- would be put on the industry's pay struc
tistics. - ture by the addition of 25 cents an hour to 

the Government-enforced wage floor. 
Cert~inly, the Congress cannot legis- He explained It this way: When a worker 

late minimum living standards of .$4,200, now earning less than $1 an hour moves up 
much less $4,600, for individuals or fami- to $1, the spread between his earning and 
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those of workers making more than $1 will 
be narrowed. The union proposes to main
tain the present balance between jobs by in
sisting that employers give workers in the 
over-$1 bracket increases proportionate to 
those the under-$1 group will get auto
matically. 

It would be totally unrealistic for us 
to legislate in the general area of labor 
costs at a time when foreign competition 
is becoming increasingly important. 
Real wages based on productivity can be 
supported, but if, in our eagerness to aid 
those who are paid marginal wages, we 
destroy their opportunities for employ
ment in competition with workers 
abroad, we will have performed a great 
disservice to the American people. 

The most striking feature of this coun
try's economic history has been the vir
tually continuous improvement in the 
real wages of Americans, and in the 
standards of living based upon them. 
vve are eager to see this process accel
erate. However, we do not believe that 
Federal legislation can guarantee higher 
standards of living or employment. 

Considering. all of the adverse effects 
an increase in the minimum wage rate 
at this time would have on the thousands 
of small businesses, and especially the 
workingman whom this bill is intended 
to benefit, we are unalterably opposed to 
any legislation which would increase the 
present statutory minimum rate of $1 
per hour. 

EFFECT ON EMPLOYMENT 

VVe have already discussed the effects 
on employment. I should like to pursue 
it a little further here. 

Many individuals would prefer to earn 
what might be regarded by some as a 
low wage than be totally unemployed. 
VVe must maintain a reasonable balance 
between minimum wages and employ
ment possibilities. 

The Congress has enacted measures to 
assist the States in financing of their 
unemployment compensation programs. 
VVe have an obligation not to add to un
employment by imposing burdens on em
ployers which will only result in adding 
to the unemployment rolls in those areas 
where wage levels are low and where 
unemployment is also at peak levels. 

There are countless groups of em
ployees in areas which for one reason or 
another are encountering economic dis
tress who would prefer to see their pres
ent employers remain in business than 
to be forced to accept relief or unem
ployment compensation because the Con
gress had established a minimum wage 
which their employers could not pay and 
still remain in business. 

I favor wages based on human needs 
which are consistent with maintaining 
employment opportunities. The evi
dence presented to the committee shows 
that a minimum wage of $1.25 an hour 
for a vastly increased coverage will 
jeopardize the employment opportuni
ties of many individuals who are now 
performing useful work, maintaining 
their self-respect, and advancing their 
economic status through acquiring ex
perience in industries paying the present 
minimum wage. 

The American economy is faced with 
increasing foreign competition which re-

quires that every effort be exerted to in
crease e:tnciency in manufacturing and 
similar occupations. Industrial output 
has increased much more rapidly than 
employment. Hence, it is essential that 
job opportunities be created in the other 
segments of our economy, including the 
services, which are assuming increasing 
importance, so that workers displaced by 
automation and improved technological 
processes will not join the ranks of the 
unemployed. 

It is apparent to any observer of the 
American scene that most new o:tnce 
buildings and apartments have auto
matic elevators since the higher wage 
scales which were demanded by the 
building service employees have perma
nently displaced elevator operators from 
their jobs. Similarly, automatic vend
ing machines and simplified distribution 
systems in supermarkets which mini
mize the need of clerks are proceeding at 
a rapid pace. 

It is proposed that even laundries be 
included under the broadened coverage 
of the Fair Labor Standards Act. The 
problems of applying Federal legislation 
to purely local activities were presented 
to the committee by Mr. Andrew Broad
dus, the president of the Capital Laundry · 
& Dry Cleaning Co., of Louisville, Ky., 
who appeared on behalf of the American 
Institute of Laundering. He said: 

We would call to your attention testimony 
presented to this committee in 1957 by Mr. 
Forest I. Neal, Jr., president of Old Colony 
Laundries, Quincy, Mass. Mr. Neal made the 
following points: 

1. That our business is purely local in 
character. 

2. That the area of competition between 
laundries is a small one indeed. 

3. That laundries do not inject goods into 
the stream of interstate commerce. 

4. That our principal competition is our 
own customer, the housewife, because these 
very customers can readily do this work for 
themselves if our prices and our services are 
out of line, and not satisfactory. 

5. That laundries are truly small busi
nesses. 

6. That laundries have an extremely high 
percentage of labor costs currently being 
from 62 to 66 percent of every sales dollar. 

These statements were made to congres
sional committees 2 years ago by Mr. Neal 
and many other representatives of the Amer
ican Institute of Laundering and are not 
less true today. In fact there are many addi
tional factors which emphasize the purely 
local character of this business. 

I point out specifically the newest threat to 
the unemployment of more than 225,000 
people in the form of neighborhood coin
operated laundry-machine installations. 
These plants employ no labor and as a result 
undersell our service industry which has the 
labor costs in addition to the investment on 
the part of the owner. 

As I have stated previously, automa
tion, in this case the coin-operated 
laundry machine, is in competition with 
laundry workers regardless of any statu
tory edict. 

Any rapid and sudden increase in cov
erage of the Fair Labor Standards Act 
which will accelerate this trend will cause 
serious hardship for countless indi
viduals. 

Again, Mr. President, I draw on my 
own experience of a lifetime. There 
are many, many departments in the 
average American store today, of any 

type, which can sell merchandise by auto
mation. For instance, the notions de
partment, where our wives buy thread, 
needles, ribbons, and so forth, is such 
that every item in the department could 
be sold by automatic vending machines. 
Much of the merchandise sold at a cos
metics department could be sold by vend
ing machines. Much of the merchandise 
displayed in a men's department, in a 
haberdashery, could be sold by vending 
machines. 

The retailers of America do not like 
to use vending machines, because they 
lose a part of the personal contact which 
has made them an integral part of our 
whole system of manufacturing and sell
ing, but exactly as this has happened in 
the laundry business so it will happen 
in the retail business, and we will find 
vending machines replacing people. This 
is not simply an idle statement on my 
part. I think today some of the most 
profitable investments on the stock mar
ket are to be found in the companies 
making vending machines, because there 
has been such a tremendous increase in 
the demand for the machines. 

Mr. President, an examination of the 
committee bill shows that businesses 
brought under the act would be con
fronted with a far greater wage cost in 
crease than one might expect. It would 
not only involve raising the wages of 

· those earning less than the minimum, 
but would also mean an upward wage 
adjustment for higher paid employees. 
To absorb the cost of an increase the 
small merchant or retailer is faced with 
two alternatives: to increase his prices 
or reduce the number of his employees. 
In fact, there may be a third alterna
tive-he can go out of business. It is 
often impossible for an individual manu
facturer to pass added costs on to the 
consumer by increasing the price of his 
product. An increase in the price of his 
product might well place it out of com
petition with similar products or might 
cause the consumer to purchase a sub
stitute product. If an employer is. forced 
to reduce his staff in order to meet the 
additional expense, the result is in
creased unemployment throughout the 
Nation. 

THE DEFINITION OF "ACTIVITY AFFECTING 
COMMERCE" 

Mr. President, I have commented on 
this before, but I wish to go into it again 
because I think it is really the dangerous 
part of the legislation proposed. I refer 
to the definition of "activity affecting 
commerce." 

The committee bill, subject to certain 
limitations based on dollar volume of 
business, extends coverage to "enter
prises engaged in any activity affecting 
commerce." This phrase is defined in 
the bill to include "any activity, business, 
or industry in commerce or necessary to 
commerce or to the production of goods 
for, or the distribution of goods in com
merce." 

The Congress has drawn definite 
boundaries within which it intended 
minimum wage protection was to be ap
plied. To expand these boundaries in
definitely would obliterate any distinc
tion under the law between interstate 
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and intrastate commerce. This new 
coverage provision would give the Fed
eral Government drastically broad au
thority over local and intrastate busi
nesses. Furthermore, because of this 
deep Federal encroachment into the "in
trastate commerce" of the States it 
raises serious questions about the con
stitutionality of the new coverage pro
posals in the area of wage regulation. 
True, the Supreme Court has sustained 
the constitutionality or equally broad 
Federal jurisdiction in the National La
bor Relations Act, which deals with labor 
disputes which Congress has found to 
constitute a burden on, or an interrup
tion of, or an interference with inter
state commerce. But there are serious 
questions whether such broad Federal 
jurisdiction is equally lawful in an area 
such as the regulation of peacetime 
wages. The contrast in scope between 
the new proposals .and the present juris
dictional standards of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act is so great as to be shock
ing. The present law applies only to em
ployees who are actually engaged in in
terstate commerce or in the production 
of goods for interstate commerce. The 
proposed coverage would regulate the 
wages of many employees whose connec
tion with interstate commerce is either 
remote or nonexistent. 

In analyzing the scope of the new cov
erage proposed by S. 1046, the original 
from which the committee bill developed, 
Mr. Eugene B. Sydnor, president of 
Southern Department Stores, Inc., a 
member of the Virginia State Senate, 
speaking for the Chamber of Commerce 
of the United States, made the follow
ing statement: 

As a State legislator I am very conscious 
of the provisions of the Federal Constitu
tion that assign to the Federal Government· 
in fields of business and trade control of 
interstate commerce. 

Under our constitutional form of govern
ment, powers not delegated to the Federal 
Government are reserved to the States and 
these include supervision of local or intra
state commerce. 

However, S. 1046 proposes by Federal ac
tion to apply nationwide uniform regula
tions to these basically local activities, and 
if enacted could mark the passing of the 
last frontier between the proper legal func
tions of State governments and an all-pow
erful Federal bureaucracy constantly ex
tending its power. 

Furthermore, another extremely undesir
able nature of the fundamental change pro
posed by S. 1046, is involved in the fact that 
29 State governments have already enacted 
minimum wage laws which properly concern 
intrastate and local trade. 

It, therefore, cannot be said that this is a 
field in which the States have failed to act. 
It would appear that supporters of S. 1046 
propose this drastic change iii the relation
ship between State and Federal Governments 
since they wish to force one overall standard 
on all business and trade no matter how 
widely needs and conditions vary 1n each 
of our 50 States. 

I firmly believe that the State legislatures 
are the proper bodies to take any necessary 
action and correct any inequities that may 
exist In this field. 

He further stated that extended cover
age would jeopardize employment oppor-

tunities in retail and services trades. He 
said: 

Retalling, for example, offers comparatively 
good employment stabll1ty, as was evidenced 
during the recent recession. From August 
1957 to June 1958, retail employment declined 
only 1 percent, while manufacturing employ
ment dropped 12 percent. 

Also, the retail and service trades are per
haps the major fields for employment of the 
inexperienced young beginners and older 
workers, those generally less productive em
ployees, often working on a part-time basis. 
Nationwide, according to the U.S. Depart
ment of Labor, part-timers account for about 
one-fourth of total nonsupervisory employ
ment in retailing. Most of these employees 
would be unemployable if they were deprived 
of employment opportunities in retailing. 

All of this-the general employment sta
bility and the opportunities for inexperienced 
employees-would be seriously jeopardized by 
extension of Federal minimum wage provi
sions to the retail and service trades. 

As employers are forced to make staff re
ductions to keep total labor costs in line, 
the inexperienced employees would be the 
first to go, followed by others whose pro
ductivity is not on a par with the mandatory 
wage level. Since a great many of these 
employees could not hope to gain other em
ployment, they would thus be forced out of 
the labor market entirely. 

It seems most unwise to gamble with leg
islation such as Senate 1046 which undoubt
edly would add still more people to the unem
ployment ranks, thus depriving them of a 
source of income. 

It is estimated that the number of 
additional employees which will be cov
ered by the proposed amendments will 
total more than 5 million people. They 
include not only retail establishments but 
service industries of a purely local nature 
including laundries, local transit, and 
construction. We cannot subscribe to 
the concept that any of these enterprises 
are engaged in interstate commerce. 
Certainly, employees engaged in these 
activities should be protected by ade
quate laws enacted by the several States, 
and there is no reason why the Congress 
should encroach upon the prerogatives of 
State legislatures who are in a position 
to enact legislation which will meet the 
peculiar local requirements which, of 
necessity, must vary in each of our 50 
States. 

The bill would include the employees 
of local transit companies. Testimony 
before the subcommittee clearly shows 
that there are approximately 40 cities in 
which the dominant transit system is 
publicly owned and operated. These 
include New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
Detroit, Cleveland, Boston, San Fran
cisco, and Seattle. The employees of 
these publicly owned systems constitute 
more than 30 percent of the total em
ployees in the local transit industry. 
They would not be affected by any 
changes in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act. 

The Congress is aware of the di:fflcul
ties confronting this industry as evi
denced by Public Law 757 enacted by the 
84th Congress granting a franchise to 
the District of Columbia Transit System, 
Inc. 

Furthermore, the Congress has ex
empted the transit industry from the 

most recent 1-cent increase in the Fed
eral gasoline tax as a recognition of the 
extreme problem confronting the trans
it industry through reduced patronage 
and steadily rising costs. It is fairly 
obvious in a regulated industry where 
increases in rates require the approval 
of governmental authorities that an in
crease in labor costs can only result in 
unemployment, poor service, or bank
ruptcy. 

Our opposition to Federal encroach
ment on States rights in no way sup
ports inadequate State laws. The fol
lowing colloquy between Senator GoLD
WATER and Mr. Meany expresses our 
views: 

Senator GoLDWATER. I have gone before 
the legislature of my State the last five terms 
and begged them to raise that minimum 
wage. 

Mr. MEANY. And still you sit here and say 
that it should be left to the States. 

Senator GoLDWATER. I say it should be left 
to the States. And I also said this to you, 
if you remember--

Mr. MEANY. How many years will you have 
to go to the legislature before you decide 
something should be done here? 

Senator GoLDWATER. Let me finish-and 
then I will try to answer the other questions 
you have put to me. I have also told thl} 
States if they did not act in this fleld, the 
Federal Government will have to act in this 
field. 

So I am not sitting here as a complete 
advocate of State rights. I recognize the 
need for meeting minimum wages, just as 
well as you do. I approach it in a different 
way. 

INJURIOUS EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESSMEN 

We believe that any change in the 
present definition of "activity affecting 
commerce" as is proposed by the com
mittee bill would bring thousands of 
local, small businesses within the act 
and impose requirements on them that 
would result in severe curtailment of 
employment. We recommend the pres
ent law remain unchanged. 

As we have already indicated, the in
clusion of retail and service industries, 
laundries, construction firms, and local 
transit companies imposes burdens on 
numerous small firms who are not in a 
position to assume these burdens and 
remain in business. The problems of 
the small businessman in meeting the 
requirements of this proposed legisla
tion were discussed during the course of 
the hearings, 

Since the bill would exempt employees 
in enterprises with sales less than a 
given amount, it would have a very ar
bitrary impact upon different industries. 
A few salespeople could readily account 
for the minimum specified in the bill in 
terms of jewelry ' or furs. On the other 
hand, a far larger number would be re
quired to produce an equivalent amount 
of sales in cosmetics, drugs, and similar 
products. 

Small businessmen in competition with 
chainstores and other larger firms must 
meet prevailing wage scales if they are 
to attract and retain competent em
ployees. The dollar exemptions provided 
in the proposed legislation are meaning
less inasmuch as every small firm, re
gardless of its size, w111 have to conform 
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to the nurumum wage imposed on its 
larger local competitor. 

Senator PROUTY expressed serious con
cern at the problem confronting the 
small businessman who must expand if 
he is to maintain his position in the com
petitive world. 

He said: 
And so we are trying to arrive at a fair 

average which will enable the small business
m an to stay in business. 

The Congress in recent years has given 
serious concern to the problems which 
confront small business in assuming its 
proper role in our ever-changing econo
my. The imposition of higher minimum 
wages and the inclusion of millions of 
presently uncovered employees, most of 
whom are employed by small business 
firms, will hruve a serious effect on the 
survival of the small business commu
nity. Small business receives no bene
fit if the Congress conducts studies 
through the small business committees 
of both houses on its special problems if 
it simultaneously imposes insuperable 
burdens through legislative fiat. 

While we have been principally con
cerned with the impact of this proposed 
legislation on small business firms, its 
enactment will involve a substantial in
crease in the budget and personnel of 
the Department of Labor charged with 
the enforcement of this legislation. 

The President requested more than $11 
·million for the Wage and Hour Division 
in the Department of Labor in the 1960 
budget. The average number of em
ployees recently was in excess of 1,300. 
Expanding the coverage of this act will 
necessarily entail a large increase in 
personnel to develop interpretations for 
newly covered industries and to insure 
compliance. 

At a time when every effort is being 
made to reduce unnecessary budgetary 
expenses, we cannot lightly accept the 
imposition of these additions to the 
budget which the record does not in
dicate would serve any useful service. 

Mr. President, before I conclude this 
part of the discussion-and I have quite 
a bit more to present before I do so-I 
wanted to mention one thing that the 
proponents of this bill constantly over
look in discussing the retail field. About 
26 percent of the dollar of the housewife 
goes to retail establishments such as de
partment stores. 

In addition to their salaries, commis
sions, and so forth, those who work in 
such retail establishments receive a very 
decided advantage in .the purchase of 
needed items, such as clothing, through 
substantial discounts given by firms. 
The discount varies. I know some retail 
stores that give their employees mer
chandise at cost. I know others that 
give them merchandise at cost plus 10 
percent, or cost plus 20 percent. If we 
realize that 26 percent of the employee's 
dollar will be spent in an establishment 
such as the one in which he or she is 
working, we can very readily see that 
that particular employee is making far 
more than what he receives in his pay 
envelope. 

This is something which has been en
tirely overlooked by the proponents -of 

the legislation, by those who charge that 
the retail industry pays an abnormally 
low salary. That is a charge which I do 
not agree with, and which no :figures can 
substantiate. 

ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF THE 
COMMITTEE BiLL 

AMENDMENTS CHANGING THE INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE PROVISIONS OF THE ACT 

As the law stands today, it applies 
only to an employee who is himself en
gaged in interstate commerce or in the 
production of goods for interstate com
merce, so that some employees of an em
ployer may be covered and others not. 
Under the proposed bill, however, cover
age would be tremendously expanded ·as 
follows: 

First, the wage and overtime pro vi
sions-sections 6 and 7 of the act-are 
made applicable not only to those em
ployees presently covered but also to all 
employees employed in any of the follow
ing enterprises which are engaged in any 
activity affecting commerce: First, retail 
and service enterprises having gross an
nual sales of at least $1 million; second, 
laundries and drycleaning enterprises 
having gross annual sales of at least $1 
million, third, local transit enterprises; 
fourth, construction industry establish
ments having gross annual sales of at 
least $350,000; fifth, any establishment 
besides those which are part of an enter
prise just listed doing a gross annual 
business of at least $250,000 and having 
at least one employee engaged in inter
state commerce or the production of 
goods for interstate commerce; and 
sixth, any gasoline service establishment 
having annual gross sales of not less than 
$250,000. 

Second, the term "activity affecting 
commerce" is defined in a new section 
3 (s) about as broadly as possible, and 
significantly, much more broadly than 
under the Taft-Hartley Act. Thus, it is 
defined to include any activity "neces
sary to commerce." 

The above changes themselves bring 
about a very wide expansion of coverage. 
As the Supreme Court has noted, the 
present coverage of the act is not co
extensive with the limits of congressional 
power over interstate commerce. But 
under the above changes, it would be 
impossible to conceive of any business 
within the congressional power over 
interstate commerce that would not be 
covered so long as it did a gross annual 
business of $250,000 or more. 

This is important for Senators to rec
ognize, that while we provide specific 
exemptions, these exemptions can be and 
will be destroyed by the phrase "affect
ing commerce." 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BUSH. Does the phrase "affecting 
commerce" imply interstate commerce at 
all times? The language in the bill is 
"activity affecting commerce." My ques
tion is whether that means commerce 
or interstate commerce. If it means 
interstate commerce, why does not the 
bill so state? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I will read the 
definition contained in the bill: 

"Activity affecting commerce" includes 
any activity, business, or industry in com
merce or necessary to commerce or to the 
production of goods for, or the distribu
tion of goods in commerce. 

Heretofore the act has not had such 
broad application as the language con
tained in the Taft-Hartley Act, which 
referred only to interstate commerce. 
Now the language is "affecting com
merce." I defy anyone to tell me a single 
activity in this country that does not af
feet commerce. 

Mr. BUSH. I have read the bill, so I 
am quite familiar with it. When I read 
that language in the bill the question 
came up in my mind whether "activity 
affecting commerce" implied interstate 
commerce. One would think it must so 
imply, because the Federal Government 
does not have power to regulate intra
state commerce, but only interstate com
merce. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
getting to a part of the bill which I think 
is very dangerous. Under the act, if 
passed, the Government would have the 
right to regulate business which is purely 
intrastate in nature and intent, by ap
plying the definition contained in the 
act. The Fair Labor Standards Act, as 
amended, contains a definition of com
merce. It states in section 3 (b) : 

(b) "Commerce" means trade, commerce, 
transportation, transmission, or communi
cation among the several States or from any 
State to any place outside thereof. 

Mr. BUSH. We must assume, there
fore, that interstate commerce is im
plicit in the language "affecting com
merce." 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. The only 
reason Congress has for acting in this 
.field is the commerce clause of the Con
stitution. 

Mr. BUSH. I know that. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not agree 

with the philosophy of the Government's 
regulating wages. However, if I did, I 
would certainly want to strike from 
any bill language as broad as "ac
tivity affecting commerce." If it merely 
said "commerce" and it contained the 
definition of section 3 (b) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, those who agree with that 
approach could find no quarrel with it. 
Those disagreeing with it, could find a 
quarrel with any part of it. 

This is the broadest possible language. 
It is the broadest interpretation ever 
placed by the Supreme Court upon .the 
responsibility of Congress under the 
commerce clause. As I said earlier, the 
boy who shines shoes in Phoenix, Ariz., 
and who buys a. can of shoe polish made 
in Ohio, is affecting commerce, and could 
come under the definition of this phrase. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that 
one of the most disturbing factors about 
this whole subject is that there are so 
many businesses affecting commerce in 
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some way, perhaps in some minor way 
only, which will never know, until a case 
affecting them has gone to our highest 
Court and been passed upon, whether 
they are indeed and in fact within the 
purview of the act? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe the Sen
ator is right, although I think existing 
decisions of the Supreme Court are 
broad enough so that a businessman can 
pretty well judge whether or not he 
would come under the term "affecting 
commerce." 

Let us take, for example, a small shoe 
store in Miami, Fla., which buys its 
shoes in St. Louis. If it were left under 
the definition that now exists, it would 
be pretty hard to stretch the language 
to apply in this case. The Supreme 
Court would have to work overtime to 
stretch it that far. Of course it can do 
a great deal of stretching, but I doubt 
that it could stretch that far to include 
a little shoe store in Miami. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that 
those decisions of the Supreme Court 
referred to by the distinguished Senator, 
which pronounce the doctrine that a 
business "affecting commerce" might 
come within the interstate commerce 
clause, have to do with other subjects 
and other fields than the fields covered 
by the Wage and Hours Act? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Oh, yes; they ap
ply to the Labor Relations Board and its 
problems. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that in 
this field Congress has very carefully 
avoided going into such a broad and 
controversial coverage by the very def
initions that it used in 1938 in the pas
sage of the law and in 1949 in the 
amendments of the law, and in the other 
amendments which I believe did not go 
quite so far in this field as did the orig
inal enactment or the 1949 amend
ments? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. The Senate and Congress have 
a long history of care and restraint in 
this field. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that in 
1949, when some of the zealous advocates 
of greater Federal Government tried to 
plunge this act into a much greater field 
of activity, one of the things they did 
was to try to use this more general and 
more argumentative term affecting com
merce? And is it not true that the Sen
ate at that time rejected that effort by 
a vote of better than 2 to 1, after exten
sive debate? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I was not pres
ent at the time; but in reading the his
tory of the act, I certainly must agree 
that that happened. In fact, there were 
other occasions when the Senate resisted 
the efforts of the proponents to put into 
the act language affecting commerce. 

While I disagree completely with the 
whole philosophy of Federal regulation 
of wages, even if I agreed with it, I would 
have to resist to my utmost the term 
"activity affecting commerce." To me, 
this opens up the door for Federal regu
lation of wages and prices and of con
ducting all business. 

I can see no end to the Federal Gov
ernment's following through, if they get 
this crack in the door of our economic 
system. I think it is the most dangerous 
thing contained in the bill. We can for
get all about the inflationary aspects; we 
can forget all about the unemployment 
problems which exist; but when we get 
into activities affecting commerce, we 
are just about destroying the lOth 
amendment of the Constitution. 

While the courts have been attacking 
that amendment, while the proponents of 
centralized government attack that 
amendment, while the proponents of 
Federal everything attack that amend
ment, the lOth amendment, to me, is the 
keystone of our ~epublic. If that goes, 
we go. I think that this is probably the 
opening wedge, the opening of the door, 
to completely negating the amendment 
to the Constitution which provides 
clearly that the powers not given to 
the Federal Government shall remain 
with the States. Certainly a State has 
the right to regulate the commerce which 
goes on within its borders. The Federal 
Government has no right to step into any 
State and to regulate the business which 
is carried on within that State's borders. 

However, under the definition "activ
ity affecting commerce," the Federal 
Government not only can regulate the 
business within a State; it will. I can 
see those bureaucrats sitting downtown 
now, licking their chops. They are go
ing to go into the 50 States, not with 
1,500 employees; this will be one of the 
greatest bureaucratic plums in the his
tory of bureaucratic government. They 
are ready to hammer the businessmen 
of the United States over the head and 
make a socialized economy. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true, as 

shown by the excellent address being 
delivered by the Senator from Arizona, 
upon which I compliment him, that even 
those who suggested the original mini
mum wage bill, the distinguished former 
President, President Roosevelt, and the 
distinguished present Justice of the 
Supreme Court, then Senator Black, 
made it very clear in the original pres
entation of the act that they wanted to 
preserve and keep inviolate from Fed
eral intervention, from Federal control, 
those businesses which are carried on, 
in the main, within State lines? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. They were ex
tremely careful to make certain that 
the language of the act applied only to 
those businesses which the Constitution 
gives Congress not only the right but 
also the obligation to regulate. They 
had no intention of doing otherwise. I 
cannot find, from a reading of the legis
lative history, any intent to expand the 
commerce interpretation in the broad 
way that the bill now before us has 
expanded it. 

philosophy, the field of extension of con-
. trol of the Federal Government to em
ployers and employees generally in busi
nesses that have customarily been 
regarded as intrastate commerce or 
State commerce, and are at this time 
preserved from Federal regulation and 
control under the present Wage and 
Hours Act, would be so generally opened 
that the Federal Government could go 
into any of them upon the mere inclu
sion of a minor amendment in the bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Florida is absolutely correct. 
Again, this is the danger. Let us forget 
that we are talking about increased cov
erage and a $1.25 minimum wage, or 
what the bill will do for people who are 
working, or what it will do about infla
tion. 

This is the gimmick in the bill which 
frightens me more than anything I have 
seen in legislation since I have been in 
this body, in the last 8 years. 

This, to me, is exactly what the pro
ponents of an all powerful Government 
have been looking for. This is about the 
last field where they do not have power 
to work into our businesses and into our 
States. They have been able to get into 
the communications system and the 
transportation system, but we have been 
able to prevent them from meddling with 
purely local business because of the lOth 
amendment and because of the defini
tion of commerce contained in the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended. 

But pass this bill, and there will be no 
end of Federal intervention. 

I hope amendments will be made to 
the bill. The end of this type of legisla
tion is Federal control. We cannot con
trol one segment of the American econ
omy-wages-without eventually con
trolling prices, because the two are very 
closely related. 

As one Member of this body has sug
gested, we have heard a suggestion on the 
floor that the Federal Government pay 
the salaries of those people who work 
for employers who feel that they cannot 
pay the increased rate and stay in busi
ness. I do not know of any broader in
terpretation of socialism than that. I 
do not know of any better way to destroy 
the American free enterprise system than 
to allow the meddling hand of the Fed
eral Government, be it under a Republi
can or a Democrat administration, to 
reach down into the Senator's State of 
Florida, my state of Arizona, the State 
of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BusH], the State of California, or any 
other State, and start fooling around 
with the business structure, which the 
Constitution never intended the Federal 
Government should even come close to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that 
if this entering wedge, taking over some 
5 million employees and the businesses 
which employ them, which are included 
afresh in this field of Federal jurisdic
tion by the terms of the bill, becomes an 
actuality; if this definition which is a 
part of the bill is enacted under the same 

I think this provision is so dangerous 
that all Senators should read it and un
derstand what its effect would be. Then 
they should cogitate seriously as to 
whether they want to have such a pro
vision contained in the act. Efforts will 
be made to strike this provision. I hope 
they will be successful, because I think 
the meaning of our Constitution has 
been attacked long enough. The Con
stitution will not stand much more 
tampering before it falls apart. 
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I recall that I put my hand on the 

Bible when I came here and swore to 
uphold and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic. If this provision 
is not an enemy of our Constitution, I do 
not know what it is. I cannot con
scientiously vote for legislation which 
will destroy one of the most important 
amendments of the Constitution-the 
lOth amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that 

the philosophy embraced in the prospect 
of extending the field of Federal regula
tion to businesses has always been re
garded as State and intrastate business, 
and that its enactment is an open in
vitation to the Federal Government to 
exercise jurisdiction, control, super
vision, and regimentation over all the 
businesses of our Nation, including both 
employers and employees, in the most 
plenary way? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is not only an 
invitation, it is a beautifully engraved 
invitation. It can be misunderstood by 
no one. Those people in Government 
and outside Government, who want to 
centralize all power on the banks of the 
Potomac, must be enraptured today by 
the thought that they might get this 
gimmick through the Senate of the Uni
ted States. I do not believe the Senate 
will accept this proposal. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I certainly hope the 
Senator is correct inthis appraisal of the 
sentiment of the Senate. I commend 
him warmly. I think that not only his 
speech as a whole, but this particular 
part of the speech, especially, is rendered 
in the best tradition of patriotic Amer
icanism. I commend the Senator with 
all my heart. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida. He 
has always recognized, more quickly, I 
think, than most of us, the dangerous 
gimmicks which are hidden in some of 
the proposed legislation which comes be
fore us. It is to his eternal credit that 
he has fought, ever since he has been a 
Members of the Senate, to keep this Gov
ernment within its constitutional 
bounds. 

I shall continue with my critical analy
sis of the bill. 

Third, the bill in major part does not 
simply cover the . particular establish
ment which is in interstate commerce or 
producing goods for interstate commerce 
or engaged in an activity affecting inter
state commerce. Rather, it covers the 
entire enterprise of the employer-even 
those of his establishments not so en
gaged. 

These several changes, it would ap
pear, expand the concept of interstate 
commerce beyond such concept as found 
in any existing Federal law. 

As pointed out above, the bill is ex
traordinarily far reaching in expanding 
the coverage features of the act. It 
would cover the following presently non
covered employees: 

First. Employees of an employer in the 
construction business who are engaged 
in erecting, maintaining, or repairing 

dwellings, apartments, hotels, churches, 
schools, and new factory buildings. It 
would simply be necessary to show that 
the employer's enterprise has some activ
ity somewhere which affects commerce 
and that his enterprise does a gross an
nual business of $350,000. A substantial 
segment of those in the construction in
dustry would satisfy these tests, because 
many of them have at least one employee 
who receives some materials from out of 
the State, and do a gross annual business 
of at least $350,000. 

Second. All employees of virtually all 
wholesale establishments even if they 
deal exclusively with the wholesaler's 
goods after they have come to rest at his 
place of business. It would be a rare 
wholesale establishment which did not 
have a gross annual business of at least 
$250,000 and which did not have at least 
one employee receiving goods from out
side the State. 

Third. All employees of banks, insur
ance companies and real estate firms, 
many of whom are presently not covered 
because they are not themselves engaged 
in interstate commerce or in the pro
duction of goods for interstate commerce. 

Fourth. All employees of hospitals, 
most of whom are presently not covered. 
Most hospitals certainly do a business of 
at least $250,000 a year and have at least 
one employee receiving supplies from 
outside the State. 

The bill would also cover all the fol
lowing, if the establishment had one 
employee receiving goods from outside 
the State ·and did a gross business of 
$250,000 per year: 

First. All employees of local fertilizer 
companies engaged in selling all their 
fertilizer to local farmers within the 
State. 

Second. All employees engaged in pro
viding residential, eating or other living 
facilities for other workers. 

Third. All employees of local window
cleaning companies doing business wholly 
within the State. 

Fourth. All employees of a local inde
pendent nursery concern. 

Fifth. All employees of a local exter
minator service firm, who work solely 
within the State exterminating pests in 
private houses, apartments, hotels, bar
bershops, colleges, and hospitals. 

Sixth. All employees of a local archi
tectural firm. 

The foregoing examples are illustra
tive only. Prior to the 1949 amendments 
to the act, all these activities were con
strued by the Administrator and the 
courts to be within the act's coverage. 
Congress was alarmed by this expansion 
of coverage into local areas through ad
ministrative and judicial fiat. In the 
1949 amendments, Congress made clear 
its displeasure with these and similar in
terpretations and amended the act so as 
to establish beyond doubt that the law 
was not to be considered applicable to 
them or any other local activities. It 
directed the Administrator instead to 
apply the law within the bounds orig
inally contemplated, which did not in
clude local business-see House Confer
ence Report No. 1453, 8lst Congress, 1st 
session, pages 14 and 15. 

The present bill would not only turn 
back the clock and once again make all 

these activities subject to the act, but 
would go further and cover virtually all 
business. 

As already noted the bill would apply 
to the employees of virtually all whole
salers-even those who deal with goods 
after they came to rest at the whole
saler's place of business. But such em
ployees would have their minimum wages 
and maximum hours set according to the 
sliding scale set forth in the bill, viz: 
first year, $1 per hour and no limita
tions as to workweek; second year, $1.05 
per hour and 44 hours per week; third 
year, $1.15 per hour and 42 hours per 
week; fourth year and thereafter, $1.25 
per hour and 40 hours per week. 

On the other hand, other employees of 
the wholesaler-those who are them
selves engaged in interstate commerce 
because they receive or unload goods re
ceived from outside the State or keep 
books as to the receipt of such goods
would be entitled to wages of $1.15 per 
hour immediately upon the effective date 
of the act, $1.20 a year later, and to $1.25 
per hour 2 years later and thereafter. 
Also, overtime compensation would be 
payable to them after 40 hours of work in 
a week. 

The same injustices would exist in vir
tually every establishment which had 
some employees not. themselves engaged 
in interstate commerce or in the produc
tion of goods for interstate commerce 
and other employees who were so en
gaged, for example, banks, insurance 
companies, and real estate companies. 
It is not too much to say that this dis
criminatory effect would be felt in vir
tually the entire gamut of American in
dustries. 

II. DISCRIMINATIONS, INEQUITIES, INCONSIST
ENCIES, AND OTHER DEFECTS 

The separation of enterprises into 
covered or noncovered categories on the 
basis of a volume-of-business test is un
fair and arbitrary. There is no showing 
that this test bears any relationship to an 
enterprise's ability to pay the higher 
wage or that it otherwise comes to grip 
with realistic business factors. The 
fornaer enapl~yee test of coDrrrnerce ap
plied whatev.er the volume of business. 
To depart from this test and substitute 
an arbitrary dollar :figure for all enter
prises is clearly unsound and harshly dis
criminatory. 

The dollar-volume test for determining 
coverage of the retail and service indus
tries will not bear scrutiny. Employees 
of a local business which does an annual 
volume of $1 million, are likely to have 
the same working conditions as em
ployees of a local business which does a 
smaller annual volume, so that there is 
no basis to discriminate between the two. 
But under the bill, the independent dry 
goods store or department store doing-an 
annual volume of under $1 naillion will 
not be covered by the act, while the dry 
goods store or department store across 
the street, which does an annual volunae 
of $1 million will be covered and ulti
mately subject to a $1.25 minimum and 
premium pay for overtime. 

Section 3 (m) of the conunittee bill 
excludes from the term "wage," board 
and lodging which is not covered as a 
part of a collective bargaining agree
ment covering particular employees such 
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as those working on construction projects 
in Alaska. The purpose of this section 
is clearly to exclude these fringe bene
fits from being considered for overtime 
purposes. Yet when the minority offered 
an amendment which would have ex
empted any employee who was repre
sented by a certified collective bargain
ing agent, it was roundly defeated by 
the majority on the grounds that an 
employee should not be denied the pro
tection of the act simply because a col
lective bargaining contract provides for 
less than the prevailing minimum. 

Section 3 (t) (3) provides coverage of 
enterprises engaged in operating street
car and bus lines without any dollar limi
tation. Every other section of the pro
posed new coverage provides a dollar cut
o1I to determine those covered and those 
not covered. The minority offered an 
amendment bringing the local transit in
dustry in line with all the other proposed 
new coverage sections, but it was not 
agreed to, without any reason being ad
vanced as to why this industry should be 
covered completely while other industries 
growing below a certain volume of sales 
remained uncovered. Discrimination 
also exists in the treatment of employees 
within the same industry since those 
transit companies, municipally owned, 
would not be covered inasmuch as the 
term "employer" excludes from its defini
tion any State or political subdivision of 
a State. Thus, competing transit lines 
operating in the same geographical area 
would be treated di1Ierently under the 
committee bill if one were privately 
owned and the other municipally owned, 
while taxicab companies enjoy a com
plete exemption. 

Section 3(t) (4) deals with the con
struction or reconstruction industry. 
The committee bill originally contained 
a section covering construction enter
prises having annual gross sales in ex
cess of $50,000, but an amendment was 
adopted to strike out this provision. 
However, because of the fact that many 
construction firms would thereby have 
been covered under another provision, 
thus in part negating the amendment 
adopted by the committee, the minority 
moved to add a provision designed not 
to increase coverage in the construction 
industry. This proposal would have car
ried out what appeared to be the intent 
of the committee. Instead of adopting 
the proposal, the committee reversed it
self by reinstating coverage for a sub
stantial segment of the construction in
dustry. However, instead of placing a 
$250,000 limitation on construction es
tablishments, the limitation which ap
plies to all other covered establishments, 
the figure was set at $350,000, thus de
stroying such uniformity of treatment as 
is extended to other industries falling 
under this provision. While it is true 
that $350,000 is just as arbitrary a figure 
as $250,000, there is no visible reason 
why such arbitrariness should not at 
least possess the virtue of uniformity. 

Section 3(t) (5) was added by an 
amendment o1Iered in committee. This 
amendment was adopted as a substitute 
for the minority's proposal to grant a 
complete exemption from the overtime 
and minimum wage provisions for ' em
ployees of gasoline service stations. The 

intended e1Iect of the committee amend
ment is to exclude from coverage all in
dividual gasoline stations regardless of 
the ownership of the station. Many 
large oil companies own and operate 
chains of gasoline service stations. 
Every one of these stations which has 
less than $250,000 in annual gross sales 
would not be covered under the com
mittee amendment. Thus, a station 
doing $249,000 annually, which is part 
of a large chain, would have a competi
tive advantage over a small independ
ently owned Main Street station located 
next door, doing $251,000 a year. Here is 
a perfect illustration of the inconsistency 
contained in this act; employees of a 
station which is part of a giant oil com
pany are not given the protection of 
the act while a small independent com
petitor must pay all his employees at 
least the minimum wage. Even more 
startling, in this light, is the treatment 
accorded an amendment o1Iered by the 
minority prior to the adoption of the 
above. 

This amendment would have provided 
an exclusion from coverage for all retail 
and service establishments doing less 
than $250,000 in annual gross sales. Its 
purpose was to protect those retail and 
service enterprises, some of whose estab
lishments are located in small commun
ities and practically all of whose sales 
are made not only within the State, but 
within a local market area. This 
amendment, which applied to the whole 
broad field of retail and service was em
phatically rejected by the ma'jority. Yet 
the committee adopted the principle of 
the minority amendment, but limited it 
solely to gasoline service station estab
lishments, which is so poorly drafted that 
it probably does achieve its intended pur
pose. No evidence of any kind whatso
ever was ever submitted justifying such 
discriminatory treatment of retail and 
service businesses outside the oil indus
try. 

Equally unsound is the proposition that 
coverage should be extended to an entire 
establishment merely because one em
ployee in the establishment is covered. 
If it is desired to cover the entire estab
lishment, it would seem that the estab
lishment's relationship to commerce 
should govern. To drag in all person
nel of a business establishment based on 
one employee's activities is completely 
unrealistic. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In interpreting the 
provision which the Senator has just 
read from the bill, is it his understand
ing that businesses which are presently 
exempt by reason of the fact that most 
of their volume of business is in local 
intrastate business, but which may have 
one or two employees engaged in inter
state business, will find themselves 
wholly within the purview of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. I brought out the illustration 
of the warehouse that could have one 
employee handling goods as they came 
off a truck which had come across a 

State line and who moved those goods 
into bins in the warehouse. That one 
employee could require the entire estab
lishment to be brought under the purview 
of this act. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr.GOLDWATER. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Let us take the ex

ample of a laundry located in a city near 
a State line, with one truck that goes 
across the State line to pick up laundry 
and to return it there when it is clean. 
Would the fact that one operator or one 
employee was engaged in interstate busi
ness in that way operate so as to bring 
the entire personnel of the company un
der the provisions of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, even though now the 
company is exempt because that one em
ployee produced only a very small per
centage of the total business? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. This term "affecting com
merce"-we keep coming back to it--is 
the joker that really makes a mockery 
out of exemptions. 

Equally unsound is the proposition 
that coverage should be extended to an 
entire establishment merely because one 
employee in the establishment is cov
ered. If it is desired to cover the entire 
establishment, it would seem that the 
establishment's relationship to commerce 
should govern. To drag in all personnel 
of a business establishment based on one 
employee's activities is completely un
realistic. 

I repeated that paragraph to empha
size my answer to the very proper ques
tion the Senator from Florida proposed. 

Moreover, the employer here will be 
faced with the gravest problems. The 
point was made that the Labor Depart
ment now has great administrative dif
ficulties because some persons in a given 
business are covered while others are not. 
Whether or not this is true, present dif
ficulties fade into insignificance when 
compared to what the employer will face 
in trying to determine when and in what 
weeks his employees will be covered. In 
one week, for example, an employee of 
a warehouse may handle mail or mate
rials from out of the State. In such a 
week all his employees may, because of 
this, be due the minimum wage and over
time pay. The following week, however, 
neither this employee nor any other em
ployee may handle out-of-State mail or 
shipments. In this week none of the 
employees will be covered. Of course, the 
employer must also consider whether 
his sales for the year will amount to 
$250,000-$350,000 for construction es
tablishments. Since, however, this is a 
yearly test, he will not know until the 
year is up whether his establishment is 
covered or not. 

I merely mention that to show the 
ridiculousness of this approach. The 
businessmen of this country are going to 
be driven crazy to try to keep ahead of 
the law. Nobody wants to violate the 
laws of this country, but if this bill be
comes the law, a man may have done 
$200,000 worth of business last year, and 
then he finds a new outlet results in his 
doing $300,000 worth of business. All 
that year, up to that time, he thought 
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he was in a $200,000 business, so he has 
not been paying the minimum wage or 
complying with the other provisions of 
this law. All of a sudden he finds he has 
violated the law. Down come the peo
ple from Washington parading into his 
office with subpenas, and other papers, 
and alleging that the man is a criminal 
because he has violated a law that is so 
complex that it would take 10 Philadel
phia lawyers to. decipher it. 

III. CONCLUSION 

We support every measure which will 
enhance the economic welfare of Amer
ican workers, who constitute the vast 
majority of our entire population. Since 
earliest times, we have been a country 
that has been characterized by the ab
sence of class distinctions. We believe 
that sound economic and fiscal policies 
that will insure a high level of general 
business activity will assure remunera
tive employment for most of our citizens. 

But the committee bill runs contrary 
to these sound principles out of which 
the enormous expansion of our economy 
and our prosperity has developed. More
over, it constitutes a graphic illustra
tion that once Federal welfare legisla
tion is enacted, it becomes well-nigh im
possible to repeal it when the need which 
brought it into existence has disap
peared. As a matter of fact, such legis
lation is often carried into and applied 
to conditions and circumstances which 
are directly contrary to those which gave 
rise to the legislation in the first in
stance. And it sometimes happens, as in 
the committee bill, that these provisions, 
which time and change of circumstance 
have rendered completely inappropriate, 
are not only retained but even more 
widely extended. 

Thus, when the Fair Labor Standards 
Act was originally enacted in 1938, pro
vision was made requiring the payment 
of a premium wage rate of 1% times the 
regular hourly rate for overtime; in oth
er words, for all hours worked in excess 
of 40 a week. The legislative history of 
the act makes it abundantly clear that 
the purpose of this provision was to dis
courage overtime work in order to spread 
employment as widely as possible in a 
period of profound economic depression 
and widespread unemployment. 

That requirement is still in the law 
despite the disappearance of the condi
tions from which it arose and which, in 
the opinion of its sponsors, constituted 
its justification. With the country en
joying, as it has for the past 8 years, the 
greatest economic prosperity in its his
tory, this mandatory payment of premi
um overtime pay is still the law. It no 
longer has the slightest relevance to its 
original purpose, but rather has come to 
be looked upon as a vested right. Many 
workers now regard overtime work, be
cause of the premium pay, as something 
valuable and it is much sought after. 
There have even been strikes against 
employers who, for one reason or an
other, have eliminated overtime work. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the experience of 
the Senator from Florida in this field, 

which has not been great, the Senator 
from Florida has had several employees 
from several different establishments 
complain because they were not allowed 
to work overtime, because such overtime 
employment involved time and a half 
pay. Has the Senator from Arizona run 
into anything like that in his much 
broader experience? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. 'That is a 
very common "gripe," if I may use an 
old GI term, among the people who work. 
They seek overtime. 

The original purpose of the act was to 
discourage overtime and to require an 
employer to hi.re more people. Today, 
I will not say that most, but many, many 
employees seek overtime work. Instead 
of forcing the employer to hire another 
man, the employee will say, "I will take 
that overtime job, because it means more 
pay." I cannot blame the employee for 
that. Time and a half pay is very good 
pay, on most hourly rates. At the same 
time, this man, with no intention of being 
selfish, is denying another American a 
job. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I was not thinking 

of the matter from that point of view 
so much as from the point of view of 
the man who desires to make a little 
extra pay and needs to make a little 
extra pay for a particular need for extra 
cash at home, who is not allowed to earn 
the .money. Why is that? It is be
cause the employer does not wish to pay 
time and a half for overtime. The em
ployer has other employees who have not 
worked 40 hours in the week, who may 
do just as good a job. While the em
ployer would be glad to accommodate 
the employee who is willing to work 44 
hours or 48 hours or more-and there 
are many such still, thank the Lord, in 
our country-he has to let the man work 
only 40 hours, rather than subject him
self to time and a half pay. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Has the Senator run 

into that situation? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. We run 

into that situation all the time in the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare, in the letters we receive from peo
ple around the country objecting to this 
practice. 

As I said, this has actually been the 
cause of strikes. It has been the "stick
ler" in many bargaining table meetings, 
for the employer does not want to pay 
overtime. The employer feels every em
ployee can do his job in 40 hours. If 
an employer has to ask a man to work 
overtime, certainly he should pay him 
for that. 

Those types of situation always arise. 
In a lot of industries today a man may 
work not an 8-hour day, but a 12-hour 
day, or an 18-hour day, or a 24-hour day, 
and the man may demand overtime. 
Under many agreements the man has to 
be given overtime. That not only 
destroys the original intent of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act on this particular 
area, but it also works an added hard
ship on the fellow workers as well as the 
employer. 

It is hard to imagine a development 
in the application of our Federal law 
which constitutes a more flagrant per
version of the law's purpose. 

I refer to that section of the Fair La
bor Standards Act which stated that the 
original purpose of the act was to get 
more people working. 

When the Fair Labor Standards Act 
was adopted in 1938, organized labor was 
weak, small in numbers, and obviously 
incapable through its own efforts of im
proving the economic lot of American 
wage-workers. A few unions managed 
to protect the wage and working stand
ards of their own employed members, 
but were helpless to aid the vast masses 
of unorganized and unemployed workers. 
Since then, organized labor has grown 
from about 3 million to over 16 million
nearly 18 million-members. The over
whelming majority of these unions are 
strong enough to protect the interests of 
their members and the additional nu
merous employees they represent. 
Through the processes of collective bar
gaining they are generally capable of se
curing for them wages and working con
ditions well above the requirements of 
the wage-and-hour law, and where nec
essary, as has happened occasionally, if 
rarely, to contract collectively for wages 
below the statutory minimum where a 
higher rate would merely drive the em
ployer out of business with a consequent 
loss of jobs for their members and other 
employees whom they represent. 

This is as it should be, and is entirely 
consistent with the national policy to en
courage collective bargaining as the 
means not only for settling labor disputes 
but for determining wages and working 
conditions. The labor union leadership 
has insisted emphatically that there 
should be a minimum of government in
tervention in the collective bargaining 
process. It has bitterly criticized cer
tain provisions of the National Labor 
Relations Act as removing some issues 
from the area of collective bargaining 
and asserted that the Government 
should remove itself from this area by 
repealing these provisions, thus making 
them proper subjects of collective bar
gaining. 

Minimum wages and premium over
time pay are terms and conditions of 
employment removed from the area of 
free collective bargaining and imposed 
by Federal law. The necessity for pre
serving these statutory requirements in 
situations where collective bargaining 
actually exists or is legally required is 
not only contrary to the considerations 
which led Congress to enact the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, but constitutes a 
negation of the Federal policy to encour
age collective bargaining. 

Mr. Meany implicitly recognizes this 
to be true. In his testimony before the 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee in 1957, he declared: 

Let me make it clear that we are not 
coming here to ask CongreEs to enact a pay 
raise for union members. The wage stand
ards of union members for the most part 
are considerably above the present $1 an 
hour Federal minimum. We are speaking 
here for the unorganized worker who, be
cause he is unorganized, must look to Con
gress for alleviation of his substandard con
ditions. 
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And-again: 
And this law (the Fair Labor Standards 

Act), this law runs right to the bottom of 
the structure. 

As I point out, this does nothing directly 
for the people who are organized. People 
who are organized have been able to take 
care of themselves to a degree. They at least 
have somebody to talk for them, and this bill 
does not directly affect their wages. 

Mr. Meany's statement here, although 
admitting that this legislation is not 
necessary for employees who have unions 
to represent them in collective bargain
ing, is nonetheless somewhat disingener
ous. He says it is not directly beneficial 
to organized workers. The only thing 
he can mean by the use of the qualifying 
terms "nothing directly" or "not directly" 
is that although the minimum wage re
quirements of the law give nothing to 
unionized workers, it does help the 
more highly paid employees to insist 
upon wage increases necessary to pre
serve the differentials between them
selves and the lowest paid workers in the 
bargaining unit. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Did I not correctly 
understand that in an earlier portion of 
the Senator's address the Senator quoted 
Mr. Meany's testimony before the com
mittee this year, which indicated that 
the salaries of all workers were keyed to 
the minimum wage? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. Mr. Meany was fol
lowed by Mr. Greenberg of the Retail 
Wholesale and Department Store Un
ion, who testified immediately after
ward. It appears in that relationship in 
my discussion. 

Mr. HOLLAND. While the distin
guished labor leaders were stating, as 
they did, that the act would not directly 
affect workers who are in unions, they 
also stated-and their two statements 
must be taken together-that while the 
contracts made by the unions provide 
for much higher wages than the mini
mum, those contracts and the wages set 
therein are keyed to the minimum wage 
and are affected by any upping of the 
minimum wage. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. This again gets at 
the heart of the proposal. The fact that 
we raise the minimum wage I say auto
matically raises every other wage, 
whether it is earned or not. It is not 
the dollar and a quarter as it relates to 
the dollar which is important, it is the 
overall total bill which is presented to 
the American public in the form in in
creased labor costs. 

Thus, the minimum wage law not only 
has the effect of assuring a minimum 
wage for low-paid employees but of 
increasing the leverage for wage boosts 
for employees who already receive in 
excess of the statutory minimum, as Mr. 
Meany plainly implies. This result was 
certainly never intended or contemplated 
by the progenitors of the legislation, who, 
in 1938, were seeking protection for the 
great masses of unorganized workers, 
helpless because of depression, unem-

ployment, and union weakness, to raise 
their wages without the aid of Federal 
law. 

We have consistently supported col
lective bargaining as the most satisfac
tory method to distribute equitably the 
fruits of our expanding economy. Con
sistent with this point of view as well as 
with our national labor relations policy 
as expressed in Federal law, we offered 
an amendment in committee to exempt 
from the application of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act any employee represented 
by a collective bargaining agent with 
whom the employer is compelled to bar
gain collectively pursuant to the provi
sions of the National Labor Relations 
Act. This amendment which would 
have removed our already overextended 
Federal bureaucracy from one corner of 
our economy, and substituted the proc- · 
esses of free collective bargaining there
for, was rejected by a majority of the 
committee. 

In conclusion we wish to declare our 
belief that where, in times of peace, a 
governmental responsibility exists, be
cause of economic depression or the ab
sence of union organization, to help 
working people, it is the responsibility of 
each State, to its own citizens--and not 
of the Federal Government-to provide 
minimum wage levels that are consistent 
with health and decent living standards. 
We also believe, however, that it is ulti
mately futile for either the States or the 
Federal Government to attempt to re
peal natural economic law or to legislate 
prosperity. Such methods have been 
tried throughout recorded history and 
they have always resulted in inflation 
and disaster. This is a course we must 
not follow. On the contrary, we must 
exert our efforts to create sound fiscal 
and monetary polic.ies and establish a 
climate conducive to economic growth. 

I remind my colleagues that from 1932 
to 1939 the Federal Government spent 
approximately 52 percent of its total 
national budgets on what we might call 
crutches or props for the economy, and 
after 7% years of spending more than 50 
percent of the total Federal budgets in 
these fields, we were still in a depression 
in which 11% million people were out of 
work, and it took a war to pull us out of 
the depression. 

Anyone who thinks the laws of supply 
and demand can be upset is simply ask
ing for disaster. We are watching what 
is happening today in the agricultural 
segment of our economy, in which the 
Government is slowly but surely stamp
ing out 30 percent of our agriculture. 

We have watched England try the 
same process in various fields, and we 
have watched England back away from 
it. 

I say to my colleagues that such inter
ference in the economy has been tried 
time and time again in history. 

There is nothing new about a welfare 
state. Every dictator in history has rid
den into power on the welfare state, and 
while this measure may not tie directly 
into the popular concept of the welfare 
state, whenever the Federal Government 
outgrows its constitutional bounds, we 
begin to play with disaster. · 

I suggest that any further encroach
ment into the field of minimum wage ia 

precisely a step in the direction of dis
aster, especially when we recognize the 
term "affecting commerce." 

I say to my colleagues with all sin
cerity and honesty that what I have said 
is not a political statement. It is a state
ment that has been born and nurtured 
and grown in me as the result of study
ing history and reading what has hap
pened. This kind of approach has 
been tried before. It was tried in Bab
ylon; it was tried in Egypt; it was tried in 
Greece; it was tried in Rome; and in 
every place where it has been tried the 
freedom of the people has vanished. I 
do not believe the United States will be 
an exception. 

I say to my fellow American citizens 
that we are foolishly playing with dyna
mite when we inject the Federal Gov
ernment further and further into our 
daily lives. I cry out to my colleagues 
and to all Americans to stop this fool
ishness. Remember the oath we took 
to support our Constitution. We swore to 
protect it and defend it against enemies, 
foreign and domestic. Yet we stand here 
on this floor preparing to legislate in a 
way that will knock one more prop out 
from under the lOth amendment, which 
to me, as I said earlier, is the keystone of 
our free Republic. 

I pray and hope that the bill will be 
defeated. I hope that we can generate 
enough feeling against it and its dan
gerous implications that the Senate will 
very soundly defeat it, to the end that 
we might stop the constitutional silliness 
that we in this body have been engaged in 
for nearly 30 years, and that we can get 
our Republic back on the path of con
stitutional government, so that we shan · 
once more recognize the true virtues 
and str"!ngth of the free enterprise sys
tem. 

I say to my colleagues that if we do so, 
if we release the full strength of this 
giant of our economic system, and per-

_mit it to operate as freely as it can, we 
shall do more to combat unemployment, 
and bring about higher wages, higher 
profits, and better living conditions in 1 
year than any government can ever do 
in its entire history. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr.GOLDWATER. !yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The distinguished 

Senator is about to conclude one of the 
finest addresses I have ever heard de
livered on the floor of the Senate. I ex
presS to him my very deep appreciation 
and give him assurance of my unbounded 
admiration for him. I am glad that he 
has been willing to assume and continue 
the responsibility of serving in a very 
difficult place as a member of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
representing, as I believe he does, many 
of the I)eople in America who decry the 
very tendencies which are bringing us 
into difficulty, and which the Senator 
has so eloquently said will bring us into 
greater difficulties unless we desist from 
them. 

Speaking as only one voice of the 
hundred voices in the Senate, I wish to 
extend my assurance of very warm ad
miration. I only wish that every other 
Senator could have been present 
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throughout the distinguished analysis 
and address which has been made by the 
Senator, because I do not believe a think
ing person could listen to his statement 
without realizing that we are being asked 
to take a very hurtful and destructive 
step, which I hope we shall not take. I 
thank my friend the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my good 
friend from Florida for his kind remarks. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER. I congratulate 

the Senator from Arizona for placing be
fore the Senate and the American people 
again some of the most constructive and 
fundamental philosophy, in the interest 
of the American system of government, 
that we have heard for a long time. 

We are all aware that for many years 
the attempt to use emotional appeals to 
certain groups by way of dangling what 
one might call the dollar sheaf of oats 
in front of the animal in order to make 
him go, has been very popular in political 
campaigns. It has become popular, I 
believe, to the detriment of and as a 
threat to the very vitality of American 
citizens, as the Senator has stated. As 
the Senator said also, with the resiliency 
and the capacity of the American citi
zen, if the economy is only turned loose 
and permitted to operate freely, without 
the dead hand of government and the 
discouraging hand of bureaucracy hang
ing over enterprise and venture, we will 
solve problems which never could be 
solved under the proposals such as this 
bill makes to control, to regulate, to stifle, 
and to discourage adventure and expan
sion. Adventure and expansion have 
made this country great. The ability of 
a citizen, with his own genius and in
genuity, to develop and grow, contribute 
to his community, and contribute to the 
well-being and expansion of the eco
nomic area in which he lives, gives 
strength to our whole economic system. 

There is another phase. Measures of 
this misdirected magnitude strike also at 
the very heart of the Federal system of 
this Government, which has been the 
major pillar in the strength of America 
and our system. As we chip away at the 
Federal principle which we have in this 
country, that is, the principle of local 
responsibility, whether it be State, com
munity, or personal, and as we chip away 
at the principle of the federalized Gov
ernment in this country, we move just 
that much quicker and by that same de
gree into Federal statism, which means 
control by the state over the opportuni
ties and the destinies of the people. 

As I interpret the Senator's remarks, 
in addition to their being directed at the 
particular provisions of the pending bill, 
to which he objects and to which I in 
the main object, I believe he is also talk
ing about the political dangers which we 
face, as well as the economic dangers. I 
am thoroughly convinced that the enact
ment of the pending bill as it came out 
of committee would be the greatest de
structive element in curtailing the activi
ties of small business enterprises and new 
business enterprises in this country that 
could be devised. I know of nothing 

which will inhibit the growth of the small 
businessman, the small entrepreneur, the 
small venturer in our economic life, than 
the saddling upon him of burdens which 
he cannot meet, and whereby the eco
nomics of his competition will be greater 
than he can stand. 

I congratulate the Senator from Ari
zona not only on his courageous leader
ship and his activity in the best interest 
of the American system, but I congratu
late him also on his magnificent analysis 
of the economics and broad basic policies 
inherent in the proposed legislation, 
which I believe are inimical to the best 
interests of the free, competitive society 
under our American system. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my friend 
from Iowa. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I did not have an 
opportunity to hear in their entirety the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator. 
However, I wish to congratulate the Sen
ator from Arizona on the part I did hear, 
and on the bold and courageous method 
he is using and which he has expressed in 
his speech today on the floor of the 
Senate. 

I regret that for various and sundry 
reasons it was impossible to have more 
Senators on the floor during his entire 
discussion. I hope that most people will 
have an opportunity to read in their en
tirety his remarks, and to note the pit
falls he has pointed out, and the attitude 
the Senator has been trying to present, 
in fairness to our great American his
torical system, which has made this 
country great. 

I pay tribute to the Senator, and I hope 
that when the bill is finally passed some 
of the dangers the Senator has pointed 
out will be removed from the measure. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my friend 
from Kansas, for whom I have the great
est affection. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I should like to 
take this opportunity to congratulate 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Arizona, not only on his magnificent ad
dress, which is a masterpiece, but also 
for the position he has taken on the 
pending bill. It demonstrates and illus
trates the philosophy he espouses in this 
country, which is the true philosophy on 
which America has been built. 

I should like to ask the Senator this 
question. Is it not true that if the bill 
were enacted it would in effect amend 
the Constitution of the United States by 
changing the historical interpretation of 
what is considered interstate commerce 
by expanding the definition of com
merce to include "any activity affecting 
commerce" instead of the present con
struction of a business being directly en
gaged in interstate commerce, or manu
factured goods moving in interstate com
merce? 

Is it not true that the bill would place 
an arbitrary, fixed amount, of $1 million 
gross income as a criterion in detennin-

ing whether a particular establishment 
comes within the provisions of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act? 

Is that not the construction the Sen
ator would place upon the bill, and does 
that not do violence to the Constitution 
of the United States, which is plain and 
clear on that particular point? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. I should like to approach the 
answer in this way. The term "activity 
affecting commerce," which is almost 
diametrically opposed to the description 
contained in section 3 (b) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, would in 
my opinion affect every businessman in 
the United States, regardless of how 
much business he did. 

Under the interpretations the court 
could give it, and the regulations that 
would be assigned to it, it could destroy 
the exemptions contained elsewhere in 
the act. 

This is what it would do to the Con
stitution. After our Founding Fathers 
had written that great document, they 
said, "Wait a minute. Someday there 
may be in this country some people who 
do not believe that we have rights, 
and do not believe, as Tom Jefferson 
has said, that we are endowed by our 
Creator with certain inalienable rights, 
and that among these are life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness." 

How wise these men were. They sat 
down and wrote the first 10 amendments 
to the Constitution. The lOth amend
ment very clearly says that the powers 
not delegated to the Federal Government 
shall remain in the States. In the writ
ing of that document they wrote the 
commerce clause, and that gave the Fed
eral Government the right and the re
sponsibility to regulate commerce among 
the States and Indian tribes and nations. 

If the bill were enacted as written, 
with the term "activity affecting com
merce" included in it, it would so 
broaden the commerce clause that in my 
interpretation it would destroy the in
tent of the writers of the Constitution, 
when they did not give to the Central 
Government the right to interfere in 
intrastate business. 

The Federal Government could very 
easily under this language say, "We not 
only have the right, but we have there
sponsibility to go into South Carolina, 
or into Arizona, or any other State, and 
begin to regulate purely intrastate busi
ness." 

So it does two things to the Constitu
tion. It knocks out practically the last 
prop left in the lOth amendment, be
cause the courts have battered that 
amendment around a great deal, and 
Congress in its attentions has not been 
very kind to the lOth amendment; and 
it would enable the Federal Government 
to go into the States in a ·way the Con
stitution never intended it to do. It 
would, in my opinion, make a laughing
stock out of the commerce clause of the 
Constitution. 

Mr. THURMOND. The enactment of 
the bill would increase the power of the 
Central Government in Washington; and 
in order to increase the power here, it 
would have to be decreased elsewhere. 
Is not that correct? 
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This further assumption of power by 
the Federal Government can only result 
in decreased authority by the States and 
by the people, for this is the only source 
from whence it can come. Such action 
can only lead to a dangerous concentra
tion of power in Washington. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The whole pur
pose of writing our Constitution was to 
protect against the possibility of 
concentrating power anywhere. Our 
Founding Fathers fled from countries 
which had bureaucratic, centralized 
governments. They came here for only 
one purpose. That one purpose was to 
establish a government under which 
free men could live. They were men 
who recognized their freedom as coming 
from God, as was stated by Thomas Jef
ferson, as I mentioned before. 

Anyone who reads the Constitution 
cannot help being impressed by the con
stantly reiterated fear that we might 
have a central government. Our Found
ing Fathers provided that at every elec
tion one-third of the membership of this 
body would stand for election; and that . 
every 2 years the entire House would be 
up for election. 

The Founding Fathers provided a 
legislative branch, a judicial branch, 
and an executive branch, and defined 
their respective powers. 

I must agree with the Senator from 
South Carolina that the passage of this 
bill, containing ·the provision "activities 
affecting commerce," would be one more 
gigantic step toward centralizing the 
Government in Washington. What will 
be the end result? The end result will 
be a bureaucracy of the type from which 
our forefathers fled to come to this 
country, where they created a consti
tutional republic under which free men 
can live. 

That is why I am concerned about 
this. I am not so much concerned about 
the money. If this proposal were con
stitutional, we would find the money. 
It is the -same fear I have with respect 
to Federal aid to education; with respect 
to Federal aid for the aged. It is. not 
the money. It is the fact that, slowly 
but surely, we destroy the freedoms of 
men, and we make them the banner for 
a central government, whether in Wash
ington or anywhere else in the country. 
That is why I say there is danger in this 
whole approach. That is why I oppose 
Federal control to break in where the 
Constitution does not give us the right 
to break in. 

I am supposed to be a conservative. 
I am referred to as a reactionary. It 
is said that I want to go back to the 
days of the Neanderthal man. I have 
cartoons that show me emerging from 
a cave, wearing the garments of a cave
man. 

But it is the people who advocate such 
proposals as this who are the reaction
aries in American politics. They are 
the people who want to go backward. 
They are not going forward when they 
propose a welfare state or a centralized 
government. They are the ones who 
want to go back tp the dark days of 
England, France, and Germany, coun
tries from which our forefathers fled 
to come to this country and establish 
this Government. 

No. I say, as a conservative, that I 
am trying to keep those misguided souls 
from going backward. That is why I 
am so interested in fighting this kind of 
proposal. I am not against higher pay 
for people. I will put the working 
standards of my business against the 
standards of any other business in the 
country. But I know this: I know that 
the Federal Government wants to move 
into the lives of the people. As con
servatives, we {)Ught to be free to speak 
out. We ought to speak out and talk 
to the people. We should tell them 
that radicalism is slowly but ·surely 
taking us backward, down the path from 
which our forefathers fled so success
fully. 

I apologize for making such a long 
speech, but the Senator has raised a 
very favorite subject of mine. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is the Senator 
from Arizona in accord with the view 
that the 39 men who signed the Constitu
tion of the United States at Philadelphia 
in 1787, and those who adopted the first 
10 amendments known as the Bill of 
Rights, several years later, had in mind, 
chiefly, two cardinal principles: First, to 
establish a tripartite system of govern
ment, consisting of a legislative branch
Congress-to make the laws; and an 
executive branch, headed by the Presi
dent, to enforce the laws; and a judicial 
branch, headed by the Supreme Court, to 
interpret the laws; and that each was to 
be a check and a balance on the other? 
And that the other cardinal principle, 
under the lOth amendment, was to pre
vent the centralization of power 1n 
Washington; that all powers not specifi
cally delegated to the Central Govern
ment-the Federal Government-were 
reserved to the States and to the people; 
and that, therefore, the National Gov
ernment can operate only in certain 
specified fields which are named in the 
Constitution? Interstate commerce is 
one such field, the coining of money is 
another, foreign affairs is another, and 
the national defense is another. 

Is there any authority which the Sen
ator knows about to permit the Federal 
Government to enter such a field of ac
tivity as is embraced within the bill now 
being considered by the Senate? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No; the Senator 
from Arizona must say, very einphat- · 
ically, that there is nothing in the Con
stitution to allow us to do this or several 
other things which we are doing under 
the guise of the welfare state. 

It is argued by some that in the pre
amble, the statement about promoting. 
the general welfare gives us the right to 
do what is proposed here. I disagree 
completely. From my reading of stories 
about the writers or framers of the Con
stitution, I do not believe they ever in
tended that the welfare statement con
tained in the preamble should ever be 
interpreted in such .a way as would de
stroy ~he major parts and purposes of 
the entire Constitution: But that is 
what we have been doing in this country 
for 30 years. We have been slowly but 
surely going around the Constitution, 
either in the mistaken idea that the wel
fare provision gives us_ the right to do .it, 
or with the purposeful meaning to de
stroy the Constitution. 

Mr. THURMOND. Some persons · 
would use the welfare clause of the Con
stitution to accomplish their goal of cir
cumscribing the Constitution or violat
ing the Constitution in order to achieve 
what they seek to do. Is it not a fact 
that if that interpretation could properly 
be placed upon the Constitution, the 
Central Government could go into any 
field of activity it wanted to enter on the 
ground that it was promoting the public 
welfare? There would have been no 
need for the Founding Fathers to specify 
the fields into which the Central Gov
ernment could enter. 

Is it not clear that the Founding 
Fathers had in mind that the Central 
Government was to be limited to the 
fields of activity which are listed in the 
Constitution, and that all other fields of 
activity were reserved to the States and 
the people, unless the Constitution 
should be amended in the way provided 
in the Constitution, and not by the ex
ecutive, legislative, or judicial branch of 
the Government? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from South Carolina is historically and 
absolutely correct. In all my life, in my 
study of the Constitution and my reading 
of it, and of the doouments pertaining 
to it, I have never found anything which 
would contradict the Senator's interpre
tation, as he has just stated it. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
the bill would not only expand the Con
stitution to an extent never intended 
and destroy the great principles of gov
ernment on which this country is 
founded, but that also it would be a 
dangerous bill from the standpoint of 
the economy of our country, because it 
would have a vast, tremendous, vital im
pact on a great many industries, which 
would have to either curtail employment, 
raise prices, or close their doors? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I related earlier 
in my discussion the economic dangers 
in the bill; but I must say to the Senator 
that the dangers to the Constitution con
tained in proposed legislation such as 
this far override any dangers I see in the 
form of dollars and cents or people's 
jobs. 

Mr. THURMOND. I must agree with 
the Senator on that point. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 thank the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true, too, 
that if we allow the natural laws to op- · 
erate, and if we abide by the Constitu
tion, if a man develops his talents, if he 
has ambition, if he has initiative, if he 
has energy, and if he is willing to work 
and study and prepare himself. he will 
be compensated, and Congress will -not 
have to do it by law? 

Furthermore, are we not playing with 
fire when we fix a minimum wage, be
cause after a while the minimum wage 
will be at such a point that there will be 
little di1Ierential between the wage of a 
common laboTer and that of a skilled 
worker, and there will be no incentive 
for people to improve themselves and be
oome more skilled, in order to render 
greater service and thus to earn more 
money? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. I have attempted to bring that 
point out in my earlier discussion of the 
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bill on the floor. The statement is not 
peculiar to me; it has been made many 
times in history' that ours is the most 
successful form of government ever 
known to man. We have had the most 
successful economic system ever devised 
by man. It has been that way for al
most 200 years. But in the last 20 ·or 30. 
years people have begun to say, "Well, 
there must be something wrong with it; 
it is too good." So they began to tamper 
with it. As a result of the tampering, the 
Government has been hurt. 

Anyone who reads history will find in 
every government the same type of peo
ple who come along and say, "Things are 
going along too well. We had better 
monkey around with the reasons why it 
is so good." 

When we started in the early 1930's 
to disregard the Constitution; when we 
started to circumvent the natural laws 
of supply and demand in our segment 
of the economy; we started to get our
selves in trouble. 

In my opinion, it will take great cour
age on the part of the American people 
to pull themselves out of the trouble. 
This has happened before in history. It 
can happen again. I do not believe 
there is an economic problem which ex
ists in America today which the free en
terprise system cannot solve. I do not 
think there is a problem which the peo
ple, acting under the Constitution, if it is 
properly applied, cannot solve. I do not 
believe there is any problem which con
fronts the American people that they 
cannot solve, if they believe in our form 
of government and in· our country. 

I do not think there is any problem 
that confronts the American people 
which they could not solve if they would 
have a little more faith in their God and 
in themselves and in their country. I 
think we are weaning the American peo
ple away from the use of their own abil
ities-away from the use · of their own 
"teeth," so to speak-and are attempt
ing to get them to rely entirely upon 
what the Government decides, with the 
result that the people do not know what 
is best for their own good. 

What is the result? We see the Fed
eral Government attempting to take over 
my responsibilities to my own father and 
mother and the responsibilities my sons 
will have to me when I reach an older 
age. Those are the dangers which result 
from such legislation; and I am glad the 
Senator from South Carolina has called 
this point to the attention of the Sen
ate. 

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that 
when the Government tries to do more 
and more for the people, instead of help
ing them to help themselves, and when 
the Congress gets the people to lean 
more and more on the Government, then 
there may happen in our country the 
same thing that happened to Rome, 
which at one time was one of the great 
powers of the world. Rome did not fall 
because of attack by aggressors from 
without. Rome fell because of the decay 
of her own people, as a result of factors 
operating from within, when the people 
began to demand more and more of their 
Government, but their Government could 
not meet their demands. SO Rome, once 
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a great nation, fell from decay from 
within. If our Nation continues on the 
way to the welfare state, is that not what 
is likely to happen to the American peo
ple? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I may reply by 
stating that inscribed on the front of the 
Archives Building, here in the city of 
Washington, is the maxim, "Study the 
Past. What Is Past Is Prologue." 

I may say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that I do not think what hap
pened to Rome will happen to the United 
States. On the other hand, human na
ture being what it is, and man not hav
ing changed very much in the thousands 
of years he has been on earth, the Amer
ican people will be as susceptible to those 
weaknesses as were the Romans, the 
Greeks, the Egyptians, and the Babylo
nians. I think the American people 
realize this situation and this danger far 
more than we do; I think they are far 
ahead of us. 

So I hope the people insist that the 
National Congress stop injecting the 
Federal Government into affairs which 
the Constitution says the National Gov
ernment should not deal with or into 
matters regarding which action by the 
Federal Government is disallowed by 
the Constitution. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
closing, again I should like to express my 
sincere appreciation of the great contri
bution the able Senator from Arizona 
has made to the Nation by means of the 
address he has delivered here today. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GEE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Arizona yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, let me 

say that I, too, have enjoyed listening to 
the able presentation the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona has made. 

I had the honor of serving with him 
on the committee for several years. 
Later, I escaped it. [Laughter.] Ac
tually it was a great experience-and I 
was proud to be a member of the Com
mittee on Labor .and Public Welfare 
which deals with so many human and 
economic problems. But I know the 
careful attention he gives to the work of 
the committee, and I realize that he has 
strong views about its work. 

I should like to ask several questions, 
either of him or, perhaps, of the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], who is a 
great lawyer, or of the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDYl. I think these 
questions may be helpful in connection 
with making the necessary interpreta
tions. 

In 1947, I served on a committee with 
the then Senator Donnell, of Missouri; 
we labored for months, upon amend
ments to the Fair Labor Standards Act. 
They were the first amendments of great 
consequence to the act since its enact
ment. Following the enactment of these 
amendments to the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act the courts considered many 

cases arising from the legislation. A 
number went to the Supreme Court of 
the United States ; and several of those 
cases were decided on the basis of the de
bate which occurred on the floor of the 
Senate, interpreting the debate to indi
cate the legislative intent. 

My first question relates to the defini
tion of "interstate commerce." In this 
connection, I request the attention of the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND], who is an able lawyer. 

It is correct that many cases-particu
larly in the last 30 years-have gone to 
the Supreme Court involving the ques
tion of whether a certain activity falls 
in the realm of interstate commerce. 
There are Supreme Court decisions de
termining that a certain activity af
fected interstate commerce substan
tially, and this was brought within its 
scope. 

The bill before us defines the activi
ties which would be covered; and on 
page 2, section 2, we find a change in 
definition relating to commerce: 

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 2. Section 2 of the Fair Labor Stand
arcls Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by 
striking out the words "engaged in commerce 
or in the production of goods for commerce" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words "en
gaged in activities affecting commerce". 

Thereafter, in section 3, which begins 
on page 2, the definition is applied, and 
certain enterprises are named as those 
which are engaged in activities affecting 
commerce. 

I wish to ask this question: Would the 
statement or recital that such enter
prises are engaged in activities affecting 
commerce, determine the issue? Is it 
not correct that if a question were raised 
before the Court regarding a specific 
enterprise the Court would determine 
whether the particular business or en
terprise which might do $1,500,000 
worth of business was one which ac
tually a:ffected interstate commerce? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, let 
me reply, first, by saying that earlier the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND] raised that point. However, 
let me say that the language contained 
in section 3, subsection (s), which defines 
"activity affecting commerce," is lan
guage the Court has used in several 
labor-case decisions, but it has never 
been used in a decision relating to this 
legislation. . 

Mr. COOPER. It has been used in 
fair labor standards cases. in the broad 
sense of the meaning of "commerce." 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No; it has been 
used only in National Labor Relations 
Board cases. The Jones-Laughlin case, 
in 1934, was the first one, I believe. 

The definition this one would replace 
is set forth in section 3, subsection (b). 
Instead of using the phrase "activity af
fecting commerce," they used to define 
commerce as meaning trade, transpor
tation, transmission, or communication 
between several States or any places out
side thereof. But when they attempt to 
define "activity affecting commerce," 
they get into trouble; it includes, ac
cording to the bill: "any activity, busi
ness, or industry in commerce or neces
sary to commerce or to the production of 
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goods for, or the distribution of goods in, 
commerce." 

We cannot outguess a court; and I am 
not even a lawyer, so certainly I would 
not attempt to do so. But since this 
measure includes language which the 
Court has used, I would rather be in
clined to believe that the Court would 
go along in holding that the Congress 
did have a right to legislate in fields in 
which there were activities affecting 
commerce. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky allow me to 
express an opinion on this point, when
ever he is through? Will he yield to me 
for that purpose? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moss 
in the chair). Does the Senator yield 
to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. COOPER. Certainly. My ques
tion is as follows: Even though the Con
gress may write certain provisions, what 
weight would it have if there were ac
tually raised in court the question as to 
whether a particular enterprise was one 
in commerce? 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the first place, I 
do not pretend to be a profound consti
tutional lawyer; and I know that even if 
I were, I might be outguessed by the Su
preme Court. But my understanding is 
that as of about the time of the passage 
of the Wage and Hours Act, the Supreme 
Court ruled-my recollection is that its 
ruling was in the Jones-Laughlin case
that activities which could not be held 
to be directly in the channel of inter
state commerce affected it so greatly 
that they were activities which the Court 
held to be activities affecting commerce 
or affecting interstate commerce, suc
cessfully meeting the Federal constitu
tional test and permitting Federal law 
under the Constitution to be applied. 

There have been several cases of that 
kind since, some of which the Senator 
from Florida is familiar with, and some 
of which he is not familiar with. But 
his understanding is that in that series 
of decisions none of them have been in 
this field. Those he has known of have 
been in the field of the National Labor 
Relations Act. There may have been 
some in other fields he does not know 
about, but he knows there have not been 
any in this field, the reason being that 
in the recommendations made by the 
then President, President Roosevelt, 
about the time of the Jones and Laughlin 
case in 1937, as I remember, and in the 
original act on this subject, passed in the 
following year, 1938, it was clearly stated 
that the long hand of the Federal Gov
ernment under this new act, which 
voiced a new concept of Federal respon
sibility and Federal power as to business, 
both employers and employees had their 
field of operations carefully delineated. 

The Senator from Florida thinks he 
remembers approximately the language 
that was used in the 1938 act, and it was 
repeated in the 1949 act, which was a 
substantial revision, and which has been 
followed ever since. It fixed the field of 
operation of this act as to businesses en
gaged directly in commerce-that means 
in interstate commerce-and in manu
facturing goods for shipment in com
merce--that means in interstate com
merce--so that this much less direct field 

of possible jurisdiction was carefully 
eliminated from the operations of this 
act, and has been carefully eliminated. 

The Senator from Florida ran up 
against this same situation in 1949, 
when a committee, operating just as the 
majority of this committee has in this 
instance, tried to give to this act much 
broader coverage by using the words 
"affecting interstate commerce." 

At that time, after extensive argument 
and debate in the Senate, the Senate 
knocked down that interpretation as the 
field for operation of this act, and con
fined it again to the limited field an
nounced by President Roosevelt and by 
then Senator Black who handled the 
legislation, and reenacted that part of 
the act exactly as it had been done, and 
then proceeded to interpret it in even 
clearer language in certain fields which 
we do not need to go into now. 

The Senator from Florida understands 
that under this interpretation by the Su
preme Court, it would be constitutionally 
possible, though I think wholly unwise, 
for this act to be extended into fields 
affecting commerce, because undoubted
ly it would extend the operation of that 
act. That is the intention of those who 
are proposing it. They try to extend this 
act to businesses which, under the ear
lier wording of the act, were unaffected 
by the act. That is their purpose. 

The point made by the Senator from 
Kentucky is completely valid, as the 
Senator from Florida understands it, 
from the fact that there is not any fixed, 
settled definition of what the term "af
fecting commerce" means. The Senator 
from Florida extends this as his own 
view, and he thinks he is right: That 
does not mean that everything anybody 
claims as affecting, no matter how re
motely, interstate commerce, would nec
essarily have to be held as such by the 
Supreme Court. That is one great ob
jection the Senator from Florida has to 
this proposal, because he thinks it will 
be 10 years before a lot of people could 
have any assurance as to whether they 
were, in their own operations, subjected 
to the operations of this law. 

I see nothing wise in the use of these 
general, noncertain words, even if there 
were not the serious question which has 
been so well advanced by the Senator 
from Arizona. This is that under these 
words the long arm of the Federal Gov
ernment would reach out to control all 
employers, no matter if their business 
was exclusively within States; all em
ployees of those employers, if the Court 
should hold that their business was of 
such nature that it affected interstate 
commerce-as it surely would hold in 
many matters, as I do not think it would 
hold in all matters. 

It is a twofold objection I have-the 
objection of uncertainty, of litigation, of 
suspense for years, which is self-defeat
ing in this field; and the other objection, 
which I think is much greater, that we 
are interfering, and would be interfer
ing for the first time, in such a way as 
to regiment intrastate businesses by Fed
eral control from Washington, by those 
not familiar with the customs of em
ployment or pay or service in the several 
States or communities, and that we 
would be going a very large step further 

toward the creation of the welfare state 
which most of us want to avoid in every 
waywecan. 

If that is an answer to the Senator 
from Kentucky, I hope it may be taken 
as such. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. 
As I have said, the chief reason why I 
raised this question was that I remember 
the litigation following the enactment of 
the portal to portal bill in 1947, which 
contained amendments to the Fair Labor 
Standards Act. I think it is of some 
value to have discussion on this point. 
As I recollect the background of ap
proval by the courts of fair labor stand
ards legislation, the courts held that the 
Congress had power to enact wage and 
hour legislation because the low stand
ard of wages in certain industries en
gaged in commerce bore detrimentally 
upon the free flow of commerce between 
the States. It follows that the Congress 
has power to enact now, amendments 
respecting minimum wages and hours 
for businesses which are in interstate 
commerce. I think that is correct. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. If the Senator will de
fer, I will finish my thought. The Con
gress exercised its power in the enact
ment of the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
but made certain exemptions. Those 
exempted businesses may or may not 
have been in interstate commerce. The 
Congress is not rl!quired to legislate, but 
it can legislate as it sees proper regard
ing businesses which are engaged in 
interstate commerce. The question was 
raised during the Senator from Arizona's 
speech as to the constitutional right to 
enact the bill before us. It appears to 
me there is such a power to extend the 
minimum wage or hours law to any busi
ness which is engaged in interstate com
merce. Congress may or may not de
cide to do it. But Congress has the 
power to do it. 

I went one step beyond and asked this 
question: If the Congress, in this bill or 
in any other bill, attempts to extend min
imum wage and hour provisions to a busi
ness which is actually not engaged in 
interstate commerce in the sense de
termined by the courts, is it not doubt
ful that such an enterprise not substan
tially affecting interstate commerce, 
could be brought under the act? That 
is a question I raised. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. As we both rec
ognize, that is a problem which the Court 
itself will have to determine. In view of 
the past decisions of the Court in the 
NLRB cases, I think we could expect the 
Court to say that activities affecting 
commerce would be constitutional as 
used in the act. 

The decisions to which the Senator re
ferred were applied to the employee. It 
was an employee test. The test was 
whether the employee was engaged in 
interstate commerce. It was made clear 
that there had to be a fiow of commerce 
across State lines. Then the employee 
came under the provisions of the act. 

In this bill we find the word "enter
prise" for the first time. This is the new 
test; not the employee but the employer. 
That is something which I think the Jaw .. 
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yers have to consider, as they guess what 
the Supreme Court or other courts might 
do. 

There is a whole raft of language 
which is new to the Fair Labor Standards 
Act. It departs quite decidedly from 
the definitions used in the act to be 
amended. For that reason, I expressed 
concern about the language "activity af
fecting commerce," together wit;h its defi
nition, as to what it might do to the in
tent of the Constitution and what it 
might do to allow the Federal Govern
ment to get further into our business. 

Offhand, I cannot think of any busi
ness in this country which does not af
fect commerce. I have the thought the 
definition should be restricted to busi
nesses engaged in the :flow of commerce 
across State lines. That is one thing. 
However, when we used the words "activ
ity affecting commerce" that means, as 
I said earlier, if a shoe store in Miami, 
Fla., buys some shoes from St. Louis, the 
transaction certainly affects commerce. 

The man would not be engaged in in
terstate commerce under the old inter
pretation, if he sold those shoes, even 
though he got them some place else. He 
himself, as I understand the law, to be 
engaged in interstate commerce, would 
have to sell the shoes across a State line. 
However, the language is sought to be 
broadened to include "activity affecting 
commerce," with the definition follow
ing: 

"Activity affecting commerce" includes any 
activity, business, or industry in commerce 
or necessary to commerce or to the produc
tion of goods for, or the distribution of goods 
in, commerce. 

That is very broad. Again, we can
not outguess the courts. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. ERVIN. I am very much inter
ested in the point which has been dis
cussed by the Senator from Arizona, the 
Senator from Kentucky, and the Senator 
from Florida. I should like, as a lawyer, 
to say that I think the Senator from 
Arizona has correctly stated the decisions 
bearing on this point. 

As the Senator from Arizona has 
stated, up to some 25 years ago all retail 
establishments were considered to be 
engaged exclusively in intrastate com
merce notwithstanding the fact that the 
goods they sold had been transported to 
them from other States. Furthermore, 
all service establishments which merely 
rendered services in localities were con
sidered to be strictly intrastate busi
nesses. 

As the Senator from Arizona has 
pointed out, there is something exceed
ingly dangerous in the change of phrase
ology in a bill which undertakes to predi
cate congressional regulation upon such 
a term as "activity affecting commerce." 
On that basis Congress can extend its 
regulations far beyond the relationship 
between the employer and the employee. 

Of course, this expression is used in 
subdivision 7 of section 152 of title 29, 
United States Code, which deals with the 
Labor Management Act. One of the cir
cuit courts, ,in interpreting the meaning 

of this term in the case of the National 
Labor Relations Board against the Sub
urban Lumber Co., reported in 121 Fed
eral 2d 829, says: 

The word "affect" within subdivision (7) 
of this section has the widest conceivable 
scope and means to act upon, produce an 
effect on, touch, acting upon, working a 
change in, or concerning. 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States refused an application for cer
tiorari to review this decision making 
this definition. 

I ask the Senator from Arizona, if I, 
as a resident of North Carolina, should 
go into a clothing store and buy a suit 
of clothes in North Carolina, which suit 
of clothes has been shipped into North 
Carolina from Indiana, we will say, 
would I not be engaged in an activity, 
in so doing, which would affect, to some 
extent, interstate commerce? If there 
can be a regulation of the relationship 
between the employer and the employee 
on that basis, then there can be a regu
lation of my activities on that basis. 
There would be no limit to the power of 
Congress in this field. 

There is a question which confronts 
the Congress, as I see it, at this hour, 
which is a very serious question. It is 
whether we want to give further con
gressional approval to terms under which 
all the powers of Government, not only 
to regulate relations between employers 
and employees, but also to regulate the 
activities of individuals, shall be trans
ferred from local communities to a cen
tralized Government in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator's 
analysis with regard to buying a suit in 
North Carolina, which suit was made in 
Indiana, is certainly correct when the 
Senator reaches the conclusion that it 
has an effect on commerce. Certainly it 
has an effect on commerce. The first ef
fect is that the merchant bought the 
suit. The second effect is that the mer
chant has to order another suit. This 
could become quite a habit. He could en
gage in quite a lot of activity. He might 
sell 200 of those suits across State lines. 
While the suits are sold to local North 
Carolinians in intrastate business, and 
although the money stays in North 
Carolina, it would be my opinion-and 
this is a nonlegal opinion, as the Sen
ator knows, because I am not a lawyer
that anything we do under the term "ac
tivity affecting commerce," would give 
the Federal Government a feeling that 
it has the right to go in. As I said 
earlier, I think this probably will make 
the bureaucrats happier than anything 
which has happened in 30 years, because 
it really will open the door. Now there 
can be not only a regulation of com
merce, but also there can be a regulation 
of people. 

What will be the aftergrowth of this? 
There will be an effect upon freedom of 
choice in buying a suit, for example. 
Suppose a man does not want to be en
gaged in interstate commerce, or in any 
activity affecting commerce. He may 
start making his own suits in the back
room. Those suits may be of no value. 
Perhaps the Senator would not like those 
suits, and would have to go some place 
else to buy a suit. His freedom of choice 
would be tampered with. 

I see nothing but trouble, trouble, 
trouble, if this should become a part of 
the law. 

Mr. ERVIN. I went to law school 
many years ago, and I studied law a 
great deal afterward in the course of my 
practice and my work as a judge. I 
arrived at a definite understanding as to 
what the people who wrote the Consti
tution meant when they gave to Con
gress the power to regulate interstate 
and foreign commerce. I think all of 
us had definite notions about that mat
ter. These notions were sustained by the 
decisions of the courts in all respects 
up to some 25 years ago, or approxi
mately that time. They left a great deal 
of security to the country, in that they 
carried into effect one of the great things 
which made the American Republic pos
sible, the doctrine of the separation of 
powers. Under the decisions, Congress 
had the power to regulate matters relat
ing to interstate commerce, and the 
States retained the power to regulate 
matters relating to intrastate commerce. 

Does the Senator from Arizona not 
agree with me that those who have the 
conviction that this is a proper inter
pretation of the Constitution, and that 
such an interpretation of the Constitu
tion is necessary to preserve the America 
we have known and loved, ought to give 
serious consideration to the question of 
whether they should stick to what they 
conceive to be the correct interpreta
tion of the Constitution, rather than to 
follow the judicial changes made in the 
Constitution during recent years? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator has 
e::!fpressed, as I very poorly tried to ex
press earlier, the point that this is a 
very grave constitutional question. If 
the people of the United States want a 
welfare state, if they want to have Fed
eral aid to education, Federal aid to 
medicine, and Federal control of wages, 
then I propose that they amend the 
Constitution, because I do not think that 
any man who understands the Constitu
tion and who believes in the Constitution 
can agree to further encroachments upon 
its interpretation. 

The "Federalist Papers" and all the 
writings I have been able to read con
cerning the commerce clause--and I 
have studied them particularly because 
I was trying to find a definition of "com
merce," but I could find none-make it 
very plain that only a limited power was 
recognized. Of course, in those days 
the legislators could not envision, I sup
pose, the rapid communication and 
transport that we have today. Neverthe
less, I think the provision of the Consti
tution is still valid, and I think the lOth 
amendment bears on this question, too, 
because if the Founding Fathers had 
wanted to grant the Federal Govern
ment the powers which are assumed by 
some to exist, they would have done so 
before the lOth amendment had been 
adopted, and it would have been con
tained in another article of the Constitu
tion. However, they did not. They 
merely gave the Federal Government au
thority to regulate commerce between 
the States, with the Indian tribes, and 
with other nations. 

I believe that interpretation is clear. 
I do not have to go to a court to get an 
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interpretation of that language. I have 
been in business all my life. My busi
ness is in interstate commerce. I have 
no doubt about it, because I sell across 
State lines. But my little competitior 
across the street is not in interstate com
merce. By the language of the bill he 
would be under this definition, because 
he "affects" interstate commerce. 

Mr. ERVIN. Under the Constitution 
there is undoubted power in legislative 
bodies possessing a competent knowl
edge of the area concerning which they 
are legislating to pass minimum wage 
laws. I refer to the fact that under our 
Constitution as interpreted by the older 
decisions and as interpreted by the Sen
ator from Arizona and by myself, the 
State legislatures have undoubted power 
to pass minimum wage laws, if they 
deem them advisable, governing the 
localities over which the legislatures 
have jurisdiction. Is that not true? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct, and he has touched upon a point 
that I failed to bring out. I am in
debted to him for doing so. 

I shall put my st atement in the form 
of a question, so that the Senator from 
North Carolina, who is a distinguished 
jurist, can state an opinion. 

What would happen if a State had 
minimum wage laws of its own, and the 
Federal Government came along with 
the proposed legislation, and provided 
for Federal preemption? Does it not in 
effect actually preempt, based upon his
tory? 

Mr. ERVIN. I believe that at least 
50 percent of the Court, if not a majority 
of the Court, as now constituted, would 
undoubtedly hold such to be true. 

My own State of North· Carolina, 
through its legislature, at the last ses
sion, enacted a minimum wage law for 
North Carolina, and I am of the opinion 
that the legislatures of the various 
States are far more competent to deal 
with matters of minimum wages in what 
are essentially local activities because of 
diversity of conditions in the States than 
is the Senate of the United States. 

The Senator from Arizona and I 
served on the so-called Rackets Com
mittee, and we saw the result in our in
vestigation and study as members of that 
committee of the use of a somewhat 
similar term as "activities affecting com
merce" in the act of Congress creating 
the National Labor Relations Board. We 
found that the courts held that under 
the doctrine of preemption as applied to 
that Act the States no longer had juris
diction of many labor controversies, that 
the National Labor Relations Board was 
unable to handle all of these controver
sies, and that as a result of the centrali
zation of that particular power in the 
National Labor Relations Board we had 
a condition under which individuals and 
companies had legal rights they could 
not vindicate and suffered legal wrongs 
which they could not redress. As a con
sequence, we found that something which 
is abhorrent to any system of justice had 
been brought about by the use of this very 
term. That is something which ought to 
give the Congress pause before it under
takes to · give further congressional ap
proval to the use of such a loose term. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. I do not look on this as a loose 
term, however. I think this is a very 
broad term, and it has been successfully 
resisted prior to this time. This type of 
language has been offered before, and a 
very heavy floor fight ensued, during 
which the amendment was rejected. I 
am hopeful that my colleagues can re
sist the vote appeal in the term "mini
mum wage," and recognize the economic 
dangers and the constitutional dangers 
in the bill. 

Mr. ERVIN. I used the words "loose 
term" to impJy the difference between the 
proposed legislation and former legisla
tion enacted by the Congress such as the 
Sherman Antitrust Act, in which Con
gress was careful to use the term "com
merce among the States," as that term is 
used in the Constitution. Undoubtedly 
the term "activities affecting commerce" 
is as broad a term as can be devised in 
this area. As we pointed out before, it 
is even broader than the field of rela
tions between employers and employees, 
because it can be made to embrace any 
activities of any individual, which may 

affect, touch upon, or have any impact 
upon interstate commerce. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is 
correct. If we were to adopt the pro
posed language, we might wind up with a 
Constitution consisting only of a pre
amble, because this proposal could strike 
out all the restraints against power con
tained in the Constitution. It could 
negate the division of powers even be
tween the legislative and other branches. 
I think it would lead to the ultimate 
control of wages and then prices. That 
is the danger I see in the measure. 

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from 
Arizona for his patience in yielding to me 
for these questions. I know he has been 
on the floor a long time. I am especially 
grateful to him in view of that fact. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my friend. 
Mr. President, the Senator from Dela

ware [Mr. FREAR] has asked that we put 
into the RECORD a list of the 29 States 
which have minimum wage laws, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the list be 
inserted at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

T A BLE 3.- State minimum wage laws and orders applying to retail trade by State (1 958) 

States with minimum hourly rates of-

75 cents or more: 
A Iaska __ ______ ------- ------ _______ __ _ 
California ______ _______ -- -- -- ________ _ 
Colorado ________ ____________________ _ 
Connecticut ___ ----- -----------------District of Columbia ____ ____________ _ 
HawaiL __ -------- ---- --------- ------Idaho ________ ______ _______ __________ _ 
Massachusetts ____ _______ ___________ _ 
Minnesota _____ ___________ ___ _______ _ 
Nevada _____ _____ __ _______ __ _______ _ _ 
New Hampshire _________ ___________ _ 
New Jersey-- --------------------- ---, New Mexico ___ ___ _____ _____________ _ 
New York ___ ___________________ : ___ _ 
Pennsylvania _____________________ __ _ 
Rhode Island __ ----- -----------------
Utah ___ ---------------- ------- --- ---Vermont_ _____ -------- ---- __ ________ _ 
Wyoming ___ ___ _____ ___________ _____ _ 

60 to 74 cents: 
North Dakota_- ---------------------
Oregon ____ --- ----- -- ----------------
Washington ____ ---------------------
Wisconsin ___ ------------------------

30 to 59 cents: Arizona __ ________ ___ __ ___ -~ _________ _ 
Kentucky_ - -- -------- ------ -- -------Illinois __________________ -------- ___ _ _ 
P uerto Rico_- ---- ---- ------- --- -- --

Less than 30 cents: 
Arkansas ___ ----------------------- --
South Dakota ___ --- ---------- ------ -

Minimum hourly rate 

$1.25_-- ------ --- ------ ------
$L -------- - --- - ----- - -- - -- - -

~-~~-~-~~~-t~::::::::::::~~~~ 
~-~~~~-t~~~~~~~~~~~======== 
R~~~:~~~======~=~=~~=~== == = 60 to 85 cents __ ____ ____ _____ _ 
87~ cents to $L ____________ _ 

85 cents_ ----- --------- ------
$1_ --- - ------- -- ---------- - - -
75 cents_ ------------------- -90 cents to $L __ ___________ _ _ 
75 cents to $L ______________ _ 

$L --------- ----- - - - - - - - -- - --66 to 80 cents _______ ___ ___ __ _ 
75 cents ______________ ______ _ 
75 cents __ ----- ------ --------

65 cents_- - ---- --- --- ---- ----70 cents __ ___ __ __________ ___ _ 
65 cents_---- -- -------- ----- -
00 to 70 cents ___ ______ ______ _ 

55 cents_- ----- ---------- --- . 
40, 45, and 50 cents _________ _ 
55 cents_-- -- --- -- -----------36 to 75 cents ___ __ _____ _____ _ 

16 cents __ ---------------- ---22 to 28 cents ____ _______ __ __ _ 

Year pres
ent rate 

established 

1955 
1957 
1956 
1957 
1957 
1958 
1955 
1957 
1957 
1957 
1.957 
1956 
1957 
1957 
1958 
1958 
1956 
1957 
1955 

1957 
1952 
1949 
1956 

1954 
1947 
1948 
1958 

1915 
1943 

T ype of employee 

Men, women, and minors. 
Women and minors. 

Do. 
1\1:en, women, and minors. 
Women and minors. 
1\1:en, women, and minors. 

Do. 
Do. 

Women and minors. 
Women and girls. 
Men, women, and minors. 
Women and minors. 
Me~;-omen, and minors. 

Women and minors. 
Men, women, and minors. 
Women and minors. 
Men, women, and minors. 
Men and women. 

Women. 
Women and minors. 

Do. 
Do. 

Women. 
Women and minors. 

Do. 
Men , women, and minors. 

Women. 
Do. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold that request for a 
moment? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I withhold the 
request. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I congratulate the 
Senator from Arizona on the vigor with 
which he has expressed his point of view. 
I wonder whether the Senator can ad
vise the Senate whether the Senate is 
likely to have an opportunity to vote 
today. 

a speech, and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] has a rather involved 
amendment which will require lengthy 
discussion. So I think his prediction 
that there will be no votes after 7 o'clock 
is a healthy one, because there will not 
be any before that time. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. My guess would 
be-and it is merely a "horseback" 
guess-"No." We were told last night by 
the majority leader that there would be 
no votes after 7 o'clock. The Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON] has 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has 
suggested on other occasions that he has 
perhaps 30 amendments to the bill. I 
know that other Senators have amend
ments. As we shall deal with many ques
tions which will come before this body in 
the next few days, when we shall be t ry 
ing to accomplish business and consider 
at least some of the 22 or 26 bills which 
the President has recommended, of 
which this is one, I wonder whether we 
can expect to vote tomorrow on many of 
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the amendments offered by the Senator 
from Arizona? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] is successful--

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from 
Arizona would not need any additional 
amendments? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would not say 
"any additional amendments." I have 
about 32 very carefully selected amend
ments. If the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] 
should prevail, or if the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] should prevail, the necessity 
for most of the amendments I expect to 
offer would be obviated. If a vote on 
those amendments takes place tomorrow, 
if we get a vote on the amendment of the 
Senator from Florida and it is accepted 
by the Senate, I see no reason why we 
should not go right along. If it is not, 
then I intend to call up my amendments 
one by one. I do not know how much 
discussion each amendment will require. 
Some are not too important, but some are 
of a very serious nature. 

I have no intention of holding up 
matters. I cannot, however, enter into 
a unanimous-consent agreement as to 
controlled time. I have no intention of 
filibustering the bill. This is the long
est speech I have made in my life, and 
my back is beginning to feel it. My ad
miration for the senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] has just gone up. 
I do not know how he did it. I would 
not wish to guess as to the time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator 
think that we could conclude by Satur
day night if we assume-and this is a 
reasonable assumption, I believe-that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Florida will not be adopted, and if the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN], if it strikes out all new 
coverage, will also fail? Does he be
lieve that under those assumptions we 
will be able to finish consideration of 
the bill by Saturday night? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I think that is a 
reasonable assumption. I will not take 
long to go through my 32 amendments. 
If the Senator from Oregon were pre
senting 32 amendments, that would be a 
different matter. [Laughter.] I shall 
be rather quick in dealing with them. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I doubt whether the 
Senator can make that assumption. In
terest in the bill is not localized on this 
side of the aisle. The very fact that 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
has not yet submitted his amendments
and I am waiting breathlessly for the 
sheaf of amendments he will offer
shows that the matter is not localized 
to this side of the aisle. Undoubtedly 
there will be other amendments offered 
as the discussion unfolds. So we cannot 
make any assumption that the matter 
will be disposed of or concluded by Sat
urday-night. 

Mr . GOLDWATER. My leader is now 
speaking. I spoke from inexperience 
and from a desire to get on with the 
matter . I want to have a thorough dis
cussion of the subject. If the amend
ments of the Senator from Florida do 
not prevail, and if the amendments of 

the Senator from Illinois do not prevail 
we will undoubtedly have some long dis~ 
cussion about the "activity affecting 
commerce" part of the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thought we had 
that discussion today. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I had my discus
sion of it, but there are many other Sen
ators who will wish to discuss it. That 
is an important part of the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
The Senator from Massachusetts is not 
busy, and he is prepared to stay here this 
fall, if it should be necessary. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is that a prom
ise? 

Mr. KENNEDY. But we should real
ize that there is other proposed legisla
tion that must be disposed of. If the 
Senator has 30 amendments, there are 
undoubtedly other amendments also. 
Perhaps there will be 60 amendments 
that will be offered to the bill. That is 
a reasonable assumption. I should like 
to see us move along with some speed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
speaks about the need to move along. 
That is a correct assumption, if we as
sume that we have to pass everything. 
I am one who believes that we would be 
much better off if we did not do some 
things, and the American people would 
be better off too. After all, it is not al
ways what we do that helps the country, 
but very often what we do not do. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
knows my feeling about the minimum 
wage, Federal aid to education, and Fed
eral aid to medicine. He knows that I 
will do everything in my power to help 
defeat those proposals. I was hopeful 
that we would not come back into session. 
If we could not get the job done in 2 
years, why should we try to do it in 3 
weeks? I would be willing to wait until 
January-if the Senator is still in this 
body, or wherever he might find him
self-and then proceed with a brand 
new, fresh discussion, rather than beat 
an old sack of bones. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to say that I 
am in a somewhat peculiar situation 
about the time factor, because I assured 
one of my distinguished friends that he 
might go to check upon the activities of 
his dairy breed cattle, or whatever he 
agreed to do today; and, having a speech 
of my own that I believe will take 2 or 3 
hours to deliver, and having known that 
2 or 3 other Senators had speeches they 
wished to make, and having heard the 
majority leader say what he said yester
day, that there would be no votes today 
after an early hour this evening, I felt 
safe in giving my friend that assurance. 

I am distressed to have my able and 
distinguished friend from Massachu
setts assume that my poor amendment is 
destined to defeat, to failure, even be
fore it is offered. If that · is the case, I 
assure the Senator that there are other 
amendments that will follow, not only 
those to be offered by the Senator from 
Arizona and the Senator from Illinois, 
but some also by the Senator from 
Florida, in which he is joined by a siz-

able number of Senators who sit on the 
same side of the aisle occupied by the 
Senator from Massachusetts and the 
Senator from Florida. 

Therefore I would venture the sug
gestion that unless we are to have round
the-clock sessions-which did not prove 
to be very effective earlier in this ses
sion-we will not be through by Saturday 
night. 

I should like to say, in addition, that 
the Senator from Florida feels it is not 
necessary to criticize, by assumption or 
otherwise, those who feel that they 
should have the right to discuss this 
matter briefly. 

I remember that this bill has been in 
the very distinguished committee headed 
by the Senator from Massachusetts for 
nearly 2 years, with many hearings held 
on it. My recollection is that it has gone 
~ll the way from 7% million coverage, as 
mtroduced by the Senator from Massa
chusetts, to 11 million coverage as re
ported by the subcommittee to the full 
committee, and then down to 5 million 
coverage, as now presented on the :floor 
of the Senate. Surely that indicates 
some arguable matters contained within 
the covers of this very interesting and 
complex bill. Not having any thought 
at all of a filibuster-the Senator from 
Florida has never liked the word, and he 
does not use it now-he does not antici
pate that there will be any unlimited 
discussion on this bill. However, the 
Senator from Florida will object to any 
limitation of time this week, because he 
believes that there are a great many 
matters to discuss in connection with 
the bill. Last evening he got the very 
definite impression from his able and 
distinguished friend, the Senator from 
Oregon, whose remarks were so thor
oughly educational to the Senator from 
Florida, and also interesting and in
formative-, that the Senator from Oregon 
had several matters he proposed to dis
cuss during the course of the debate. 

Therefore, the interest is not limited to 
one area of the country or to one side 
of the aisle, or to the bill which the 
committee brought to the Senate. I am 
sure it will be discussed quite at length 
before we come to a final vote on it. 
That does not refer ·to a vote on any 
particular ame~dment, because I do not 
believe there will be extensive or long 
debate on any particular amendment. 
However, there will be many amend
ments offered. 

I say again that I regret that my dis
tinguished friend from Massachusetts 
has jumped to the assumption that my 
amendment is certain to meet defeat. I 
hope his prediction will not come true. 
However, I am afraid that probably he 
has better information on what will 
happen than has the Senator from Flor
ida. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I merely said that 
. because the adoption of the amendment 

would destroy the bill, and I do not be
lieve that the Senate is prepared to de
stroy the bill. This matter is a matter 
of priority on the part of the President 
and on the part of the majority leader. 
Therefore, I should like to see it move 
along. I am glad that we have had a 
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chance to make a record and to make 
an assessment of how vigorously we are 
moving along. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to assure the 
chairman of the subcommittee, with 
whom it has been an honor to serve for 
the past 2 years, that if I offer any 
amendments, I will not discuss any of 
them for more than 10 minutes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. I merely wish to say 

that no Member of this body has taken 
less time of the Senate in discussion than 
has the junior Senator from New Hamp
shire. The only reason why the junior 
Senator from New Hampshire desired 
some time this afternoon was the fact 
that he heard the majority leader state 
yesterday that for various reasons there 
would be no votes today. For that rea
son the junior Senator from New Hamp
shire thought this was a good time for 
him to make certain statements he de
sired to get into the RECORD. He wished 
to get these remarks into the RECORD at 
some time during the debate on the 
pending bill. If what I understood to 
be the announcement is not true, and if 
those who are in control on the majority 
side are willing to go to a vote on the 
Holland amendment tonight, the junior 
Senator from New Hampshire will forgo 
making his speech, and get it into the 
RECORD at some other time. 

It was simply on the assumption that 
a vote could not come that the Senator 
from New Hampshire was asking . for 
some time to make his speech and have 
it out of the way, so that it would not 
delay matters later. I want to make 
it clear, however-and I believe most of 
us feel the same way-that we want to 
discuss the matter reasonably and to 
expedite action on every single amend
ment. I would be willing, very gladly, 
if there is a chance to vote tonight, to de
fer speaking and to let the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] proceed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The only reason 
why I suggested that possibly we would 
not vote tonight-it is now almost 4 
o'clock-was that the majority leader 
announced last night that there would 
be no votes after 7 o'clock. I know that 
many Senators are planning on that, ex
pecting to have a chance to spend the 
evening with their wives or friends. I 
would not expect many Senators to be 
present. 

Mr. COTTON. In that case. I should 
like to make my speech. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield, 
for the purpose of permitting me to sug
gest the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. COTTON. I will yield for that 
purpose, provided I do not lose the :floor. 

Mr HOLLAND. With that under
standing, Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The· 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further proceed
ings under the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have 
no quarrel with the objectives and the 
philosophy of the Federal minimum wage 
law. Not only have I no quarrel with it, 
but during my years in Congress I have 
twice voted to increase the Federal min
imum wage, once when I was a Member 
of the House of Representatives, and once 
since I became a Member of the Senate. 

We all know that the original purpose 
and reason for the Federal minimum 
wage law was to prevent one manufac
turer from securing an unfair competi
tive advantage over another through the 
exploitation of his workers, and to pro
tect from exploitation the workers of the 
Nation who were engaged in those enter
prises which actually operate in inter
state commerce in the real sense of the 
term, not in a strained or technical 
sense of that term. 

I shall not touch upon the discussion 
which has taken place already in the 
Senate regarding the right of Congress 
to seek to extend the constitutional in
terpretation of interstate commerce. It 
is rather clear that the Supreme Court of 
the United States for a long period has 
steadily extended the interpretation of 
the term "interstate commerce" until the 
definition could apply to almost every 
commercial activity in the country. I 
suppose that if Congress chooses to follow 
the lead of the Supreme Court the per
fectly practical result will be that we 
can reach into every kind of commercial 
activities, no matter how small and in
finitesimal, and no matter how far re
moved that activity is from bona fide 
interstate commerce. 

I shall not take the time of the Senate 
to talk about the technicalities of this 
matter or the right of the Congress to 
do this. I shall not address myself par
ticularly to the raising of the minimum 
wage. 

I , for one-recognizing the increased 
cost of living-am ready to vote for a 
reasonable increase, in the minimum 
wage. 

Mr. President, I wish to pinpoint and to 
call to the attention of the Senate and 
to the attention of our people the prac
tical effect of the enactment of this bill, 
the so-called Kennedy wage and hour 
bill, insofar as it would extend the cover
age of the Federal minimum wage law. 
Thoroughout the country, Mr. President, 
there are today many persons who have 
preconceived and erroneous notions that 
if we vote for this extension of its cover
age, we shall be voting to do something 
beneficial for those who are working in 
the intrastate businesses of the country, 
for the workers in the small plants, in 
the commercial houses, in the retail 
stores, in the service establishments, and 
in the hotels, the motels, and the res
taurants of the country. 

Mr. President, I can speak with au
thority only about my own section of the 
country and the State I represent. But 
I wish to take a few minutes of the time 
of the Senate this afternoon to nail to 
the mast, to make crystal clear, for the 
information of anyone who hears or 
reads these remarks, the real effect of 

this proposed extension of coverage, l!ot 
only on the businesses affected, but
even more important-on those who 
work for those establishments. 

In the first place, Mr. President, the 
part of the bill I am discussing-namely, 
the part which deals with the extension 
of coverage to local retail and service 
establishments-is based, and has to be 
based, upon the philosophy and the 
theory that we cannot trust the States 
of this Union, through their legislative 
bodies, their Governors, the public opin
ion and sentiment of their people, and 
the organization and the power of their 
workers, to see that a just minimum wage 
prevails within their own jurisdictions. 

My own State of New Hampshire has 
a State minimum wage law. It has had 
it for many years. That law has pe
riodically been amended and revised by 
the legislature-of my State, to extend its 
coverage and to increase the hourly 
minimum wage. I should like to inform 
the Senate and I should like to remind 
the people of my own State, and particu
larly those who labor there, that the 
minimum wage now set by the State of 
New Hampshire, in an act adopted by the 
New Hampshire Legislature and effective 
November 30, 1959, is $1 an hour, and is 
applied to both men and women. 

The coverage of that law is broad, far 
broader than the coverage proposed in 
the pending bill. It covers every retail 
store, every manufacturing plant, every 
laundry, every drycleaning plant in New 
Hampshire. Under my own State law, 
enacted by our legislature, every one of 
those business enterprises must pay a 
minimum wage of $1 an hour. 

The only important group of employees 
not covered by that law of my State is 
composed of those who work for restau
rants, hotels, and motels. Although 
these persons are not covered directly by 
our State's statute, the New Hampshire 
law does provide for a wage-board pro
cedure by which a minimum wage is set 
administratively for women and minors 
who work in those establishments. That 
minimum is at the present time set at 50 
cents an hour for service personnel, such 
as waitresses and others who receive 
gratuities and tips from the public, and 
75 cents an hour for those who do not 
directly "serve" or wait on the public. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD, in connection with my remarks, 
the present New Hampshire law, which 
I have just now been describing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuR
DICK in the chair). Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the law was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

[From New Hampshire Revised Statues 
Annotated] 

CHAPTER 279-MINIMUM WAGE LAW 

279:21 Minimum hourly rate: No person, 
firm or corporation shall employ any em
ployee at a rate of less than $1 per hour with 
the following exceptions: 

I. This limitation shall not apply to em
ployees engaged in household labor, domestic 
labor, farm labor, outside salesmen, summer 
camps for minors, restaurants, hotels, inns 
and cabins. 
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II. This limitation shall not apply to em

ployees engaged as newsboys or golf caddies. 
III. This limitation shall not apply to em

ployees of hospitals, orphanages, or homes 
for the aged organized as nonprofit corpora
tions, except that no nonprofit hospital 
corporation or nonprofit orphanage, or non
profit home for the aged shall employ a 
laundry employee or nurses aide or practical 
nurse at a rate of less than 80 cents per 
hour. 

IV. No person, firm or corporation shall 
employ any employee as usher at a theater 
or pin boy at a bowling alley at a rate of less 
than 75 cents per hour. 

V. This limitation shall not apply to a 
person with less than 6 months' experience in 
an occupation, or a person 18 years of age or 
under, provided that such person shall not be 
paid less than 80 cents per hour. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, I have 
said that the so-called Wage and Hour 
Act which we now have under considera
tion is based, first, on the theory that we 
cannot depend upon the States to take 
care of their obligations to the employees 
and employers in the State which actu
ally are not engaged in any form of 
interstate commerce---and I am not 
speaking in the narrow, or technical, 
sense. 

There is a second theory or philosophy 
which must, and in my opinion does, un
derline the pending bill; and it is that 
the only important thing to consider in 
relation to those who work in the activi
ties not now covered by the Federal law 
is their wage scale. 

Mr. President, certainly in my own 
State, and in neighboring States with 
whose conditions I am familiar, and, I 
suspect, all over this country, there are 
those who need to work and need to 
receive compensation, but who will find 
their jobs destroyed if this bill, .un
amended, is enacted into law. 

It is just as important that we preserve 
jobs as it is that we preserve wage scales. 

I have in mind a mercantile establish
ment in my own little city, a department 
store, in which numerous widows of 
around my own age, whose income left 
them by their husbands probably is not 
sufficient to maintain them, have em
ployment. They do not do heavy work. 
Their hours are short. While their pay 
is not large, it augments and supplements 
and pieces out their income and enables 
them to live. In addition, it enables 
them to contribute fruitfully and con
structively to the general well-being. 

Mr. President, the minute that Con
gress exercises its power to reach into the 
States and say that in retail establish
ments and service businesses we will es
tablish a high minimum wage, it means 
that those people immediately will lose 
their jobs, because if a higher wage is to 
be paid, more active clerks must be hired, 
high-pressure salesmen, who will work 
for a sufficient number of hours, with 
added burdens and duties, so that fewer 
will do the work that more had done 
before. 

Of course, I know the answer. I know 
what other Members of this body may 
have in mind instantly to call to my at
tention-that the proposed act before us 
is sugar coated. It is sugar coated with 

regard to extension of coverage to local 
businesses because it does not apply to 
those establishments that do less than a 
million dollars of business a year. It is 
also sugar coated in that it affects them 
gradually. The knife goes in easily and 
slowly over a period of 4 years. 

But, Mr. President, there is not a 
Senator on this floor or a Member of 
Congress, or anyone else who has served 
in Congress, who does not know what 
happens when an act of this kind is en
acted to provide that there shall be an 
exclusion, that corporation A, which is 
doing $1,100,000 worth of business shall 
be affected, and that corporation B, 
which is doing $950,000 worth of busi
ness, shall not be affected. Instantly 
there is an unfair situation, an unbal
anced situation, an arbitrary discrimina
tion which is revoltin·g to those whom it 
affects. 

Furthermore, these little tranquiliz
ing provisions may be put in a meas
ure to sugar-coat the pill and get an 
entryway, but we all know that next year, 
or the year after, next Congress, or the 
Congress after that, the act will be ex
tended to all businesses, to every local 
retailer or service businessman. I am not 
questioning for a moment the sincerity 
or the good faith of the committee or 
of the Senators who have inserted these 
provisions in the bill in an attempt to 
make this measure palatable, but ·anyone 
who places any reliance on this distinc
tion being maintained into the future 
is nurturing false hopes. 

I am deeply concerned, as a Senator 
from my own State of New Hampshire, 
because the State of New Hampshire is 
one of the great, I am proud to say, re
sort States of this country. Without 
any reflection on the beauties that other 
States have to offer, I should like, at this 
point, to call to the attention of Sena
tors that they can travel far and wide, 
but they can never find a more beautiful 
State than the land of the White Moun
tains. Thousands and thousands of peo
ple come to visit us each year, with the 
result that the livelihood of one-third of 
the people of New Hampshire is in the 
recreational field. One-third of the live
lihood of the people is derived from re
sort activities, the resort hotels, motels, 
restaurants, golf facilities, chair lifts up 
our beautiful mountains, and all the rest. 
I will state, incidentally, the State is 
divided about equally, one-third recrea
tional, one-third agricultural, and one
third industrial. One-third of our in
come is based on recreational activities. 

As a young man, when I was working 
my way through preparatory school and 
college, I worked as a bellhop in some 
of our resort hotels every summer. I 
waited on tables in some of our restau
rants. I was able to earn :(airly sub
stantial sums during my summer vaca
tions to help me pay my tuition and my 
way through college. Many, many 
thousands of students in my own State 
will be found serving in those capacities 
at this very moment. Those jobs will 
not continue to exist under a Federal 
minimum-wage act. 

To be sure, again, this measure, as it 
appears today, does exempt from its pro
visions those who serve the public and 
have tips and gratuities. But I also 
washed dishes; and there are many who 
are running dishwashing machines. 

So when the Federal Government de
cides it has got to have its last pound of 
flesh, that it is going to have a mini
mum-wage law that reaches into every 
nook and crevice, and eventually ex
empts nobody, it can be seen what it 
does. 

Mr. President, I am not talking for 
business. I am talking for the people 
who work. I am talking for the people 
over whom some of the proponents of 
this bill are wringing their hands and 
are crying about all over this country, 
and will be doing so from now to Novem
ber. 

See what would be done for the boys 
and girls who want summer employment 
so they can have an education. This 
Congress has wrung its hands and ex
pressed concern that our boys and girls 
shall receive an education so that we 
can compete with the Russians, and has 
appropriated money toward that end. 
Then we turn around and take away 
from them self-reliant means so they 
can earn their own living. 

See what will be done to the elderly 
people in my State, who are deriving 
comfort, benefit, and sustenance from 
their present employment in retail and 
service establishments. 

What would such an act eventually do 
to those people, to that pool of labor? 

Mr. President, I make these remarks 
with all charity. We have watched the 
progress of proposed legislation in this 
body. Those who are behind this far
reaching bill, which would tear down 
the barriers and would extend the cov
erage, are the same ones who have 
steadfastly opposed any act to be passed 
by the Congress of the United States to 
enable the elderly who are on social 
security to earn a reasonable amount of 
money themselves. 

I cannot understand the theory of 
such people. The theory of those who 
are supporting this phase of the bill is 
that they desire to put the older people 
on the shelf. They wish to have them 
spend their last years and days in frus
tration. They wish to have them eke 
out a living on what they can get from 
social security, and to earn not more 
than $1,200 a year, or otherwise lose some 
or all of their social security. That is 
the theory of many of the country's labor 
leaders-not all, I am happy to say. 
Their theory is that job opportunities 
should be maintained, saved, and re
served for those in their youth, in the 
prime of life, and that when a worker 
reaches the age of retirement ·he should 
be put on the shelf, even though medi
cal science has extended the span of his 
years, so that he has health, so that he 
has ambitions, so that he is eager to 
work. They feel he should be put on 
the shelf despite the fact that he has 
skills and judgment and is trained to 
work. These are the people who have 
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something to offer their communities, 
yet some desire to put them on the shelf. 

I join the distinguished Senator from 
Florida in deploring the fact that al
ready the amendment to retain the retail 
and service exemption which the Sen
ator intends to offer has been referred 
to as "hopeless." It has been said that 
it is bound to be beaten. Mr. President, 
if the Senate considers and discusses the 
question, and faces the facts involved in 
the proposed legislation long enough and 
carefully enough, the amendment will 
not be beaten. The bill, if the coverage 
is extended as it is sought to be extended, 
will serve as the entering wedge for fur
ther extensions, and its safeguards are 
bound to be tom away year by year. In 
my opinion, it will turn out to be one of 
the most atrocious things we shall have 
done to the working people of this coun
try for a long, long time. 

At whom are we striking? At the 
aged. At the women. At the widows. 
At the young people. 

I wish to mention a few other items. 
I hold in my hand the summary of the 
minimum wage bill as reported by the 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee. The summary emphasizes and 
enumerates some of the so-called, sup
posed safeguards. These are what Ire
fer to as the "sugar coating on the bill." 

There is a reference, of course, to the 
$1 million gross sales provision in con
nection with retail establishments. I 
have already commented on the discrim
inatory nature of that proposal, and how 
certain it is, if the bill is passed, to be 
taken away. 

I was very interested in item No. 5. It 
refers to telephone operators: 

Changes existing exemption for switch
board operators limiting it to switchboard 
operators employed by an independently
owned public telephone company with 750 
or fewer telephones. 

That limits the exemption to operators 
in independently owned companies. 
That illustrates one of the great incon
sistencies in the entire measure. Will 
someone kindly tell me what is to hap
pen when the switchboard operators of 
an independently owned telephone com
pany, a small company, find that the 
girls across the street, the girls with 
whom they went to high school, who are 
working in the next town for some com
ponent of the Bell Telephone System, 
are guaranteed a higher wage? We 
know exactly what will happen. What 
always happens every time we establish 
a minimum wage for one group or one 
class or one business and then try to 
exempt somebody else, to apply a double 
standard? These people are going to 
have to pay the same wages. That ex
emption is one of many exemptions 
which is not worth the paper on which 
it is written, as a practical matter. 

The summary also lists another very 
sweet sounding provision in the bill 
which could lull us to sleep and make 
us all vote for it, but I hope it will not. 
Under the ''other provisions" we find the 
following: 

Nonprofit hospitals, educational, and 
other eleemosynary institutions not covered. 

That is a great privilege. The bill 
does not, of course, cover the nonprofit 
hospitals, educational, and other chari
table and eleemosynary institutions. I 
hope someone will be able to tell me how 
the Federal Government can reach into 
my city or into some other city, into my 
county or into some other county, or into 
my State or into some other State, to 
raise the minimum wage for people who 
are doing the same work, with the same 
responsibility and the same require
ments, and then expect hospitals and 
other nonprofit activities to be able to 
hire help at a different wage. We are 
not being very practical. 

That is another example of what hap
pens. Of course the bill would strike 
the hospitals and would strike the chari
table and nonprofit organizations, un
less the whole community, the whole 
county, or the whole section had nothing 
else. When we raise the minimum wage 
for workers we raise the minimum wage 
for all workers. The so-called exemp
tions which are put in the bill are com
pletely unrealistic, completely imprac
tical, and only serve to illustrate and to 
emphasize the hidden dangers in the bill 
insofar as the extension of coverage is 
concerned. 

Mr. President, I have covered briefly 
only one point in connection with the 
bill. I should like to repeat it. I am 
prepared to support a reasonable in
. crease of the minimum wage, with due 
regard for its impact on inflation, on the 
soundness and buying power of the dol
lar, and on employment levels. But l 
cannot support the bill as long as it ex
tends the long arm of Federal wage reg
ulation far into the Main Streets of 
America. 

This bill, with its extension of cover
age, will do what? 

The proposed legislation would strike 
one of the most vicious blows to small 
businessmen in small communities-the 
2-, 3-, 4-, 5-, 8-, 9-, or 10-man business 
or enterprise-that has never been struck 
by any legislation that has ever been 
passed by the Congress in all of its his
tory. 

Observe what the measure proposes. 
Even if there were permitted to remain 
in the measure the impractical and un
realistic standard of a $1 million gross 
business for a mercantile establishment, 
which will not remain, as I and other 
Senators know it will not, what would 
happen? At a time when we are crying 
out that we must increase the gross 
product and the gross income of this 
country, at a time when some of our 
friends are saying, "Oh, yes, we can have 
all this pie in the sky and we can give 
all these things to people because we are 
going to grow, and grow, and grow, in 
accordance with this great growth phi-

· losophy,'; what would happen? If the 
bill were enacted in its present form and 
allowed to remain, incentive would be 
removed. Not only that, but Congress 
would be saying to the small business 
people of this country, "You had better 
stay small. You cannot grow. If you 
reach the point where you have gross 

sales of over $1 million, then immedi
ately you enter a new class. You enter 
the class to which different ground rules 
and a different system are applied." 

Here is evident another inconsistency 
in the so-called exemptions, limitations, 
and restrictions. The small business
men are told, "You had better not let 
your business grow. You had better 
keep it small. If you do not, you are in 
trouble." 

Actually, however, while that is an ap
parent defect, it is not a defect that I 
care to emphasize; because that $1 
million limit will be rescinded, and the 
Federal act will be extended to every 
small business-small store, small res
taurant-along the Main Streets of this 
country, if we breach the present exemp
tion. 

If we travel along the road of this 
warped and distorted and legalistic defi
nition of interstate commerce, and if the 
Federal Government from Washington 
is going to reach into the Main Streets 
of every town and hamlet of this coun
try, without knowledge of local condi
tions, without knowledge of local wage 
scales, without knowledge of the avail
ability of local labor, we shall in effect 
be saying, "This is the Procrustean bed 
upon which you are going to be com
pelled to lie; you will pay this wage no 
matter what may be the conditions in 
your community; never mind if we put 
old people out of a job, no matter if we 
make it harder for students to earn 
some money during their vacations; 
never mind if people fall by the wayside: 
We will have a great standard minimum 
wage that goes into every community in 
the country." 

I hope a realization of what the bill 
means, at least the provisions relating to 
the extension of coverage, to which I 
have confined myself, will seep into the 
minds of Members of Congress, and that 
more important still, it will seep through
out the country. If the people of the 
towns and communities of this Nation 
knew what the bill provides and what 
it would do, every Senator would receive 
the greatest outpouring of letters, tele
grams, and requests that he has had for 
many, many a long moon. 

I have been impressed by something 
on the other side of the fence which I 
wish to mention. Like every other Mem
ber of the Senate, I have talked with 
members and officers of labor unions 
about this minimum wage bill. I have 
said to them frankly that I would cer
tainly consider voting for an increased 
minimum wage but not for an extension 
of coverage. In every case that I have 
talked with them face to face I have 
said to them, "Does it affect you? Does 
it affect the people in your community 
in the State which I have the duty of 
representing in part in this body? What 
does it do to you? What does it do to 
the people in your plant?" 

Individual members of unions have 
talked to me about the question. In 
every instance these individual union 
members, who usually are employees of 
a textile mill, a shoe plant, or some other 
manufacturing establishment, have said, 
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"No, it will not do anything for me. My 
minimum wage is above whatever you 
would be giving. We are just interested 
in the little fellow throughout the 
country." 

The little fellow throughout the coun
try, I am guessing, is no different from 
the little fellow in my State, and the 
littie fellow throughout the country, if 
this bill becomes law, will wake up and 
find that instead of having his wages 
increased, he will be out of a job. 

So I wish to finish where I started by 
saying once more that the bill is based 
upon two philosophies-first, that the 
States of the Union, their legislatures, 
and their people are not competent to 
take care of the minimum wage require
ments of their own small business enter
prises and to look after their own work
ers in those enterprises that are, strictly 
speaking, not in interstate commerce. 

Second, it is based upon the fallacy 
that we concentrate on wages and do not 
consider jobs. Wages may be tempo
rarily increased, but the measure will 
destroy jobs for the people who need 
them most. 

I certainly hope that the amendment 
which I understand will be offered by the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] 
will prevail~ I have enough confidence 
in the good sense and the practical 
knowledge of the Senate to believe that 
the amendment will be agreed to. If the 
bill does not contain a provision for the 
extension of coverage, I hope to be able 
to vote for a reasonable increase in the 
minimum wage throughout the country 
for those people for whom the law was 
designed. But I cannot vote for a bill 
that crucifies, destroys, and injures the 
people who need employment in the 
towns and cities of my own and other 
States. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I am very glad to yield 
to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. First, I wish to com
pliment the Senator very sincerely for 
his fine address, so evidently based on his 
long observation and on his deep con
viction. I certainly appreciate his hav
ing brought us the benefit of his experi
ence. 

The Senator has spoken with feeling of 
the elderly people in his State, such as 
the widows in his State who seek part
time employment, light employment of 
various kinds, to supplement their slen
der income. I am glad that he mentioned 
that point, because my own State, more 
than perhaps any other State, except 
one or two, and probably on a parity with 
them, is filled with elderly people, who 
have come to our State for health rea
sons, or simply for their declining years, 
because they enjoy the warm climate. 
Many of them come thinking that they 
have sufficient substance to maintain 
them throughout the rest of their lives. 

Unfortunately, due to the inflation 
which in part is due to this same law 
that we are talking about, many of them 
have had to seek employment or part
time employment. Many of them are 

employed in our hotels and other estab
lishments which would come within the 
provisions of this bill. · Many of them 
have eagerly sought an enlargement of 
the allowance, which the Senator spoke 
about so accurately, of $1,200-, which is 
the maximum that they can make with
out shutting off their social security 
payments. 

I have endeavored to remedy that 
particular situation, as perhaps the 
Senator knows. The Senators .from 
Florida have introduced over the years 
measures raising that $1,200 figure to 
$1,800, and to $2,400. We have never 
been able to get a sympathetic hearing 
on that attempt to raise the allowance. 

Mr. COTTON. If I may interrupt the 
Senator briefly, I would say that both 
Senators from New Hampshire have in
troduced similar bills, and have striven 
to bring about that result but they have 
found their efforts frustrated by the 
same objections by the same people. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator's experi
ence is so like my own I can see that the 
misfortunes of our States, though many 
miles apart in geography, are much the 
same in connection with this problem. 

I certainly commend the Senator's 
statement in full, particularly the part 
to which I have referred, because it 
deals with people who seek jobs which 
do not carry heavy payments. For in
stance, I know an elderly woman who is 
a salad mixer in a large hotel, or an as
sistant in that field-! do not know how 
many salad mixers are employed-and 
she is delighted with the part-time ac
tivity each day. I certainly would not 
want her employment disturbed. 

Others who come to mind are those 
who work in telephone exchanges, or as 
answerers in a telephone exchange, to 
fill in for people who are out of town. 
The Senator is familiar with that kind 
of service. Others work in various other 
services, which also would be brought 
under the provisions of the pending bill. 

I believe that those who have drafted 
the bill have too frequently been blind 
to the fact that they are going to do a 
great disservice to some people whom, I 
suspect, they are most anxious to help. 

I thank the Senator for calling atten
tion to this fact. 

Mr. COTTON. I think-or at least I 
have seen figures which indicate it-that 
the State in the Union which has the 
largest percentage of elderly people is 
actually New Hampshire, with Florida 
close behind. So we do have indeed 
much in common in our solicitude for 
those of whom we have been talking. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I certainly thank the 
Senator for that additional observation. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I am happy to yield to 
my distinguished senior colleague. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to compliment 
my distinguished colleague from New 
Hampshire for the very outstanding ad
dress he has just made. He has hit on 
many key points and on many funda
mental aspects of the bill. particularly 
those sections that have to do with ex-

tended coverage. He has made a valu
able contribution to the debate. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for one more question? 
Mr. COTTON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. There is another pro

vision in the bill which very seriously 
hits at people in my own State, and I 
wonder if it also adversely affects the 
people in the great fruit and vegetable 
industries in the Senator's State. What 
I have in mind refers to subsection (b) 
of item 8 shown on the summary of the 
bill which has been distributed to the 
desks of all Senators. The present law 
provides for 28 exempt overtime weeks 
each year, because by its very nature it 
is a seasonal business. I am wondering 
if those who put up preserves ahd berries 
and fruits and vegetables in the Sena
tor's State would also be adversely af
fected by that provision, cutting down 
the time and cutting down the hours of 
work permitted without overtime being 
paid. 

Mr. COTTON. I would say that, so 
far as I know, and from the information 
I have received from my State, that par
ticular problem is not of paramount im
portance to my State. While we have 
quite a problem of securing seasonal help 
in picking our apples and harvesting our 
fruits, and indeed in connection with the 
potato crop and other matters, my in
formation shows that the processing and 
canning done within our own State has 
not been seriously affected by the provi
sion. We sell our fruits and send them 
to Boston and other industrial areas for 
processing. 

I can readily understand that this 
would be of very grave significance where 
the processing and canning occupied a 
large amount of activity. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The citrus processing 
industry in my own State is the largest. 
fruit processing and canning industry in 
the world. I am advised by both the peo
ple who work in the industry and the 
employers that they will be very ad
versely affected by this provision. I 
thought that perhaps it might apply in 
the Senator's State also. I have eaten 
with great pleasure some delicious pre
serves and canned berries and small 
fruits which came from the State of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, and I 
thought perhaps that this limited season, 
which would be made even shorter by the 
suggested law, might affect his State also. 

Mr. COTTON. It might well do so in 
some respects. I am sure the Senator 
will agree with me that this, with many 
other provisions in the bill, illustrates 
the whittling away of exemptions in the 
bill, which would be a continuous proc
ess. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COTION. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to. congratu
late the able and distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire for the brilliant 
address he has made this afternoon. I 
have had the pleasure of serving on the 
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce with the distinguished Sena
tor from New Hampshire. I have always 
found him to be sound in his thinking 
and dedicated to the services of the peo
ple of his State and Nation. I wish to 
commend him for his fine address. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the able Sena
tor from South Carolina. My regard for 
him and my deep respect and admiration 
for him make his words particularly 
precious to me. I thank him very much. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I was 
delighted to read !n the President's mes
sage on Monday that he considers legis
lation relating to the coverage and the 
level of the Federal minimum wage to 
be an essential part of the work which 
Congress must do during this resumption 
of the 2d session. I agree entirely with 
his observations as to the necessity for 
proceeding, getting at, and sticking to 
the program which he has enunciated, 
as well as other necessary legislation. 

We should not be limited to a select 
list which any one group or individual 
may have submitted to us. 

The President, on May 3, in his special 
message to Congress, urged us, in the 
strongest possible terms, to take up mini
mum wage legislation. In his message 
on Monday, he again urged us to enact 
legislation in this vital area. 

There is no reason at all why we could 
not have enacted this legislation during 
the regular session of Congress. We had 
ample opportunity to do so; there were 
weeks and months at a time when very 
little was accomplished here. 

At any rate, all that is now behind 
us; and today we are confronted with 
proposed minimum wage legislation. It 
is clear that we could have considered 
this bill at greater length and with more 
deliberation and care if we had begun to 
do so several months ago. 

As a matter of fact, minimum wage 
bills have been before the 86th Congress 
since it opened its doors for business 
early in 1959. Mr. President, there is 
little justification for the delay in get
ting at this important legislation. 

As I see it, Mr. President, the funda
mental theory underlying the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, which the pending bill 
would amend, is that the Federal Gov
ernment should play a role, although a 
limited one, in determining the specific 
wage level below which workers do not 
receive a sufficient income to adequately 
support themselves in the society in 
which we live. Such a minimum living 
wage has been established in order to 
prevent instances of suffering and abuse. 
Furthermore, it was designed to protect 
all Americans against instances in which 
underpaid workers would become bur-

dens on the communities in which they 
lived and upon the Nation as a whole. 

I wish to share to this extent in the 
observations made by the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire. He ex
pressed regret, as do I, over the failure 
of this Congress to do anything about 
the very serious problem relating to 
older workers who are confined in their 
earnings to the unrealistic limitation of 
$100 a month, and who lose their social 
security benefits if they earn more than 
that amount. For a long time I have 
felt that if the social security system is 
to be a true insurance system, there is 
no reason at all why older workers should 
be limited in any way as to the amount of 
their outside earnings during the later 
years of their lives. Many of them would 
enjoy working and would have more use
fu1 and happier lives if they were working 
part time. If · we are not prepared to 
remove the limitation entirely-as I feel 
sure we will at sometime-in the case 
of men between the ages of 65 and 72 
and women between the ages of 62 and 
72, certainly we should substantially 
raise the amounts they are permitted to 
earn without having to lose their bene
fits under the social security law. 

The principle of a social minimum
and I stress that it is only a minimum
is a sound one. It has worked effectively 
since 1938, the year in which the Fair 
Labor Standards Act was enacted. 

The pending bill calls for a gradual 
increase-extending over a period of 
years-in the minimum, to $1.25. 

Mr. President, on May 2 of this year 
there was published in the Washington 
Post an excellent editorial on this prob
lem. This editorial was extremely per
suasive on the need for a gradual in
crease in the minimum wage, cu1minat
ing in $1.25 an hour. I ask unanimous 
consent that this editorial from the 
Washington Post be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1960] 

HIGHER MINI:M:UM WAGE 

Modernization of the wage-and-hour law 
before Congress adjourns ought to be con
sidered an essential. The coverage of the 
act has not been broadened since 1946, and 
the minimum wage of $1 an hour has not 
been changed since 1965. In fairness to the 
underpaid workers who have felt the rising 
cost of living but who still earn pitifully 
low wages, the protections of this act should 
be enhanced. 

Most urgent, in our opinion, is the inclu
sion within its provisions of many workers 
not now covered. Originally the act was 
applied to manufacturing, mining, wholesale 
trade, finance, insurance, and transporta
tion. Now the Department of Labor thinks 
it is feasible to extend it to an additional 3.1 
million workers in retail trade, construction, 
transportation, and communications. Un
fortunately, this would leave nearly 5 mil
lion employees still unprotected, but a 
~a.dual approach probably is wise in extend
ing a law so vitally bearing on employment 
and the cost of labor. 
· There is much disagreement as to what the 

new minimum wage should be. One blll 
under study would set the rate at $1.25 an 

bour-a 25 percent increase--and require it 
to be paid to all 8 million workers not now 
covered. This would be a drastic measure 
that might cause some unemployment. Sec
retary Mitchell testifted that a 26-cent in
crease would have twice as great an impact 
on the low-wage industries--chiefly small 
business-as did the similar increase which 
became effective in 1956. 

Whatever figure Congress may adopt for 
employees now receiving the $1 minimum, it 
would be desirable to let the newly covered 
employees step up to it over a period of 
months. As some of the uncovered em
ployees now earn only 60 cents an hour, a 
$1.25 rate would more than double their pay. 
That might be ruinous to some small busi
nesses and in any event would be a strong 
incentive to payroll trimming. Substandard 
wages ought to be eliminated from the 
American economy, but this should not be 
attempted in such long leaps as to defeat 
the purpose. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, as all 
of us know, at the time of its inceptiOn 
the Fair Labor Standards Act met with 
strong opposition from many quarters. 
But I believe that almost all Americans 
today recognize and accept the basic 
purposes of that act and are in essential 
agreement with the declaration of policy 
set forth in the preamble of the original 
act; namely, that it seeks to prevent 
labor conditions detrimental to the 
maintenance of the minimum standard 
of living necessary for the health, ef
ficiency, and general well-being of 
workers. 

Certainly my own party has, in its 
recently adopted platform, recognized 
the necessity for minimum-wage legisla
tion. In our platform, we pledged an 
upward revision in amount and extended 
coverage of the minimum wage to several 
million more workers. 

Minimum wage legislation involves 
both the Federal Government and the 
governments of the several States. In 
industries classified as intrastate com
merce, it is the States which must act 
if workers and communities are to have 
the benefit of minimum-wage regula
tions. 

New York State has always had model 
minimum-wage legislation. Our first 
minimum-wage bill was enacted in 1937, 
1 year before the Federal law was 
enacted. That New York State law es
tablished a minimum wage on an indus
try-by-industry basis, by means of State 
wage orders set by minimum wage boards 
appointed by the New York State indus
trial commissioner. Not only is New 
York's minimum-wage legislation of 
long standing, but it has been kept up to 
date. This year, under the leadership of 
Governor Rockefeller, our legislature 
passed a State law increasing the New 
York minimum wage from 75 cents to $1 
an hour and extending coverage to an 
additional 700,000 workers. This law is 
presently being put into effect through 
the promulgation of new wage orders. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a memorandum by Governor 
Rockefeller, filed with the assembly bill 
passed the New York State Legislature 
on April 18, 1960 which raised the New 
York minimum wage to $1 an hour. 
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There being no objection, the memo

randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MEMORANDUM BY GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER 

This bill, recommended to the legislature 
in my annual message, establishes for the 
first time a statewide wage floor of $1 an 
hour and streamlines the flexibile industry
by-industry wage board procedure for estab
lishing higher minimum wages for workers 
in the State. 

The State's minimum wage law was en
acted in 1937. It sets no general minimum, 
but provides for a tripartite wage board, ap
pointed on an industry-by-industry basis, 
to establish minimum wages for each indus
try or occupation. Under this procedure, up 
to the present time approximately 1,300,000 
workers in 10 different intrastate indus
tries have been covered by minimum wage 
orders. This coverage has been slowly 
achieved and a great many workers, al
though not excluded by statute, remain un
covered by wage orders. A number of these 
workers are in lowpaid occupations. 

This bill combines the simplicity of a 
sta,tutory minimum wage with the desirable 
flexibility of the industry-by-industry wage 
board procedure. Specifically, the bill-

Extends minimum wage coverage to 700,-
000 workers who are not covered by either 
a State minimum wage order or by the 
Federal minimum wage law and establishes 
for them a minimum wage of $1 an hour. 

Raises to $1 an hour all rates in the 10 
existing minimum wage orders that are 
lower than $1 an hour. 

Retains necessary provisions for allow
ances for gratuities and meals, lodging and 
other items supplied by the employer. 

Permits wage rates lower than the mini
mum for learners, apprentices, handicapped 
persons, and students employed at resort 
hotels and camps, in order to prevent cur
tailment of job opportunities for these 
workers. 

Establishes a more expeditious wage board 
procedure by rectucing, in a reasonable man
ner, the time-delay between the convening 
of the board and the effective date of new 
wage orders. 

Requires the posting of reasonable security 
on appeals within the Labor Department in 
order to protect workers against negation of 
wage orders through default or dissolution 
of employers. 

Reduces the number of hearings required 
for promulgation of a final wage order, while 
preserving fully the opportunity of all in
terested persons to be heard. 

This measure represents a most significant 
achievement for the State of New York. It 
establishes for the first time a statewide 
wage floor of $1 an hour. It also permits 
adjustment of minimum wages in sensitive 
response to general wage levels and. living 
costs while, at the same time, preserving the 
flexibility required by the problems of each 
industry and occupation. 

The bill is approved. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, al
though minimum wage legislation has 
always been of great importance to my 
State, the evidence clearly indicates that 
wages in New York State are well above 
the Federal and State legal minimums. 

Let us look at the figures. 
Mr. President, I submit two tables 

showing the average hourly wages in 
New York in both manufacturing and 
nonmanufacturing industries. I ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

TABLE I.-Employee earnings in manufactur
ing irnhutrle3:. Ntt» Yor'k State 

Industry group and industry 

All manufacturing _____ ________ _ 

Durable goods ________________ ----- - __ 
Nondurable goods ____________________ _ 

DURABLE GOODS 

Ordnance and accessories _____________ _ 
Lumber and wood products, except 

furniture ____ ------------------------Furniture and fixtures ________ __ ____ _ 
Household furniture ____ __________ _ 
Other furniture and fixtures ______ _ 

Stone~ clay, and glass products _______ _ 
G1ass and glassware, pressed or 

blown ________ ----_--------------
Concrete, gypsum and plaster 

products __ ------------------ -- -
Abrasive, asbestos and miscella-

neous mineral products _________ _ 
Other stone, clay, and glass prod-ucts ___________________ ---- _____ _ 

Primary metal industries _______ ______ _ 
Blast furnaces and steel mills _____ _ 
Iron and steel foundries __________ _ 
Nonferrous: 

Primary smelting and refining_ 
Rolling, drawing, and extrud-

ing ________ ------------------
Nonferrous foundries _____________ _ 
Other primary metal industries __ _ 

Fabg~~~Y ~t~~Jr~o~Ys~t~Ii<i -general-
hardware ____ _____ _ --------------

Heating (except electric) and 
plumbing equipment_ __________ _ 

Fabricated structural metal 

~~~r~;~I>ings================== Coating, engraving, and allied 
services ____________ -------------

Other fabricated metal products __ _ 
Machinery, except electricaL _____ ____ _ 

Engines and turbines ___________ _ _ 
Construction machinery, ele-vators, etc _______ _________ ______ _ 
Metalworking machinery and 

equipment_------------- __ -----
Special industry machinery-------
General industrial machinery and 

equipment_----- ______ ----------
Office, computing and accounting 

machines ____ ________ --_---------
Service industry machines _______ _ 
Other nonelectrical machinery ___ _ 

Electrical machinery, equipment, and supplies ____________________________ _ 
Electrical industrial apparatus ___ _ 
Household appliances ____________ _ 
Electric lighting and wiring equip-ment_ _________________ -- ______ --
Radio and television receiving 

sets _______________ ______ --------
Communication equipment __ ____ _ 
Electronic components and acces-

sories _____ -------- ___ -------_----
Other electrical products __ ___ ____ _ 

Transportation equipment_----------
Motor vehicles and motor vehicle 

equipment_---------------------Aircraft and parts ________________ _ 
Ship and boat building and re-pairing _________________________ _ 
Other transportation equipment__ 

Instruments; photographic and opti-cal goods _______________ ------ ______ _ 
Engineering, laboratory, and sci-

entific instruments _____________ _ 
Measuring and controlling instru-

ments __________ __ ---------------
Medical and dental instruments 

and supplies_-------------------Ophthalmic goods ________________ _ 
Photographic equipment and sup-

plies ____ ------------------------
Other instruments; watches, clocks and parts _______________ _ 

NO:t-.'lHffiABLE GOODS 

Food and kindred products ___ _______ _ 
Meat products ____________ --------
Dairy products __ -----------------Canning and preserving __________ _ 
Grain mill products ______________ _ 
Bakery products _________________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Production
worker averages 

Hourly earnings 

April April 
1960 1959 

$2.30 $2.23 

2. 47 2. 41 
2.16 2. 09 

2. 78 2. 67 

1. 82 1. 81 
2.14 2.08 
2.04 2.01 
2. 28 2.19 
2. 45 2. 36 

2. 41 2. 35 

2. 70 2. 65 

2. 43 2. 41 

2. 28 2.14 
2. 81 2. 77 
3. 04 3.02 
2. 54 2. 47 

2. 81 2. 58 

2. 55 2. 57 
2. 49 2. 42 
2. 49 2. 43 
2. 37 2. 32 

2.15 2. 07 

2. 53 2. 50 

2. 57 2. 50 
2. 53 2. 50 

1. 79 1. 79 
2. 30 2.21 
2. 55 2. 46 
3.03 2. 90 

2. 59 2. 59 

2.58 2. 48 
2. 54 2. 46 

2. 37 2.30 

2.47 2.38 
2. 50 2. 43 
2. 68 2. 46 

2.23 2.17 
2. 66 2. 56 
2. 02 1. 94 

1.98 1.95 

2.10 2. 11 
2. 28 2.19 

2.16 2.11 
2.18 2.12 
2. 70 2. 68 

2. 68 2. 59 
2. 74 2. 78 

2. 78 2. 70 
(1) 2.54 

2. 50 2. 45 

2. 76 2. 64 

2.31 2. 26 

2.15 2.18 
2.28 2.15 

2. 64 2. 60 

2. 28 2. 22 

2.36 2. 25 
2.47 2.56 
2.48 2. Z7 
1. 88 1. 81 
2. 55 2.44 
2. 39 2. 25 

TABLE I.-Employee earnings in manufactur
ing industries, New York State-COntinued 

Industry group and industry 

NONDURABLE GOODS-con. 

Food and kindred products-Con. 
Confectionery and related prod-

ucts _________ --------- -_ ------ ---
Beverage industries ______________ _ 
Other food and kindred products __ 

Tobacco manufactures ___ - ------------Textile mill products _________________ _ 
Broad woven fabric mills _________ _ 
Knitting mills __ _ - -------------- --
Dyeing and finishing, excluding 

wool and knit goods ____________ _ 
Floor covering mills ____________ __ _ 
Other textile mill products _______ _ 

Apparel and other finished fabric prod-
ucts _________________ ______ --------- -

Men's and boys' suits, coats, and overcoats _______________________ _ 
Men's and boys' furnishings and work clothing __________________ _ 

Shirts (excluding work), col-
lars, and nightwear ________ _ _ 

V\r omen's misses', and juniors' 
outerwear _____________ ---------_ 

Dresses ___ --------------------
Suits, skirts, coats (except rain or fur) ______________________ _ 

Women's, children's, infants' un-
dergarments ________ -------------

Underwear and nightwear ____ _ 
Corsets and allied garments __ _ 

Hats, caps, and millinery ________ _ 
Girls', children's, and infants' out-

erwear __ ------------~-----------Fur goods ________________________ _ 
Miscellaneous apparel and acces-

sories ________ --------------------
Miscellaneous fabricated textile 

products ____ --------------------Paper and paper products _____ _______ _ 
P aper mills, except building paper 

mills _______ ------ ___ ------------
Converted paper products, ex-cept boxes ______________________ _ 
Paperboard containers and boxes __ 
Other paper and allied products __ _ 

Printing, publishing, and allied in-dustries __________________ _____ _____ _ 
Newspapers _____ ------- __ ---------Periodicals _____________________ --_ 
Books ____________________________ _ 
Commercial printing and busi-

ness forms manufacturing ______ _ 
Bookbinding and related indus-tries ____________________________ _ 
Service industries for the printing trade ______ _______ ______ ----_---_ 
Other printing, publishing, and 

allied indnstries~----------------
Chemicals and allied products ______ __ _ 

Industrial inorganic and organic 
chemicals ___ --------------------

Plastics materials, synthetic resins, 
etc ___ ---------------------------

Drugs ______ -----------------------
Soap, cleaning preparations, cos-

metics, etc __ ------- ------------
Other chemicals and allied prod-

ucts __ ----- -w--------------------
Petroleum refining and related in-

dustries ________ ---------------------
Rubber and miscellaneous plastics 

products __ --------------------------Rubber products _________________ _ 
Miscellaneous plastics products __ _ 

Leather and leather products _________ _ 
Footwear, except rubber-- -------
Handbags and other personal 

leather goods ___ ----------------
Other leather products and leather_ 

Miscellaneous manufacturing indus-tries ________________________________ _ 
Jewelry, silverware, and plated 

ware ___ --_----------------------
Toys, amusement, sporting and athletic goods ___ _____ __________ _ 
Pens, pencils, office and artists' 

materials __________________ ---- --
Costume jewelry, costume novel-

ties, notions _________________ ----
O~her. miscel~aneous manufactur-mg mdustrtes __________________ _ 

t Not available. 

Production
worker averages 

Hourly earnings 

April April 
1960 1959 

$1.87 
2. 94 
2. 21 
(2) 
1.83 
2.05 
1. 72 

1. 92 
1. 96 
1. 89 

1. 97 

1. 99 

1. 66 

1. 61 

2.15 
2.13 

2.42 

1.64 
1. 58 
1. 79 
2.09 

1. 75 
3. 65 

1. 79 

1. 64 
2.12 

2.25 

1.96 
2.11 
2.25 

2. 95 
3.63 
(1) 
(I) 

2. 92 

2.06 

3. 94 

1. 95 
2.44 

2.68 

2.58 
2.25 

2.39 

2.29 

2. 91 

2,13 
2.58 
1.83 
1.67 
1. 69 

1. 55 
1. 79 

1.86 

2.26 

1. 70 

1. 70 

1. 71 

1.99 

$1.77 
2. 87 
2.08 

(2) 
1. 77 
2.03 
1.64 

1.83 
1.93 
1. 86 

1. 93 

1. 95 

1. 65 

1. 56 

2.17 
2.19 

2.44 

1.6() 
1.56 
1. 67 
1.90 

1. 57 
3.58 

1. 75 

1.58 
2.04 

2.18 

1.90 
2.05 
2.09 

2.84 
3.46 

(1) 
(1) 

2.83 

1.99 

3. 75 

1.87 
2.35 

2.61 

2.39-
2.18 

2.23 

2. 27 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 
1. 80 
1.63 

(1) 

1. 49 
(1) 

1. 83 

2.20 

1.67 

1. 75 

1. 70 

1. 91 

' Base figures too small to yield significant data. 
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T A BLE 2.- E arnings and hours in selected no?J,manufacturing industries, N ew York State 

Industry group and industry 

Nonsupervisory worker averages 

All em· 
ployees, Average weekly 

April 1960 earnings 
Average weekly 

hours 
(i~!~~)- 1--- -:----·1--- --,.---

April 
1960 

April 
1959 

April 
1960 

April 
1959 

---------- - --------- -11---------------
Mining: Nonmetallic mining and quarrying, exclu ding fuels 1_ 4.8 $124.22 $107.09 43.5 42.6 
Con t ract construction 2 __ ------ ____ -------. __ • -- _.- --- - - -- -- _ _ 263.3 138.19 127. 18 35.5 35. 0 

Building construction-general contractors.-------------- 53. 2 130.88 120.31 35.9 35. 1 
Non building construction-general contractors ._ --------- 45. 3 148.94 135.99 40. 0 39.9 
Construction-special trade contractors _____ ________ __ __ __ 164. 8 137. 59 127. 49 34. 2 33.7 

Public utilities and related services: 
Electric, gas, and sanitary services _____________ ____ __ _____ 56. 4 124. 12 114.26 41.8 41.4 
T elephone and telegraph communication ______________ __ _ 90. 78 37.5 100.1 86.21 37. 5 
Local and suburban passenger transpor tation ______ __ _____ 16.1 111.95 107.22 44. 2 45. 2 Wholesale and retail trade a ____ ______________ _________________ 1, 265. 2 84.33 81. 88 37. 0 37.1 
Wholesale trade _____ _ . __ . _____ ----------------- ---- ------ 413.3 108. 57 104.50 38. 8 39.0 R etail trade a ___ ____ __ __ ____________________ ____ ______ __ __ 851.9 68.76 67. 02 35. 8 35.9 

Building materials, hardware, farm equipment._ ----- 33.3 87. 34 81.24 38.8 38.7 
General m erchandise stores-------- - - ----------------- 140.0 55. 90 53.43 33. 5 33.0 

Department stores.-------------- ----------------- (') 58. 39 55. 76 33.9 33. 4 
Food stores ___ __ --- --- -------------------------------- 145.7 72. 11 69.01 35.2 35.3 
Automotive dealers and service stations ______________ 79.5 84.72 (') 40. 7 (') 
Apparel and accessories ________________________ _ - --- - - 114.1 55. 82 54.03 33. 3 33.4 
Furniture, home furnishings, and equ ipment_- -- -- --- 38.3 79.66 75. 55 38. 7 38. 6 
Miscellaneous retail stores _________________ ___ __ ______ 92.3 74.00 71.96 36. 9 37.4 

Finance and insurance: Banking ____ __ ____ ____________ _______________ _____________ 118.8 78. 30 76. 40 (') (' ) 
Security and commodity brokers, dealers, etc __ ____ _______ (') ~') 51. 2 112.43 122. 95 
Insurance carriers, agents, an d brokers _______ ____ ____ ____ _ 147.8 92. 00 88. 79 (') 4) 

Services: 
Laundries and cleaning an d dyeing plants! ___ _____ __ _____ (') 56.87 54.84 39. 7 39. 6 
Hotels, year-round. _____________ --------- -- ---- - - - -- ----- 55.8 58. 82 57. 39 38.3 38.9 

1 E mployment data cover all employees; earnings and hours figures cover production workers only. 
2 Employment data cover all employees; earnings and h ours figures cover on site workers and also shop and yard 

employees engaged in types of work that might ord inarily be performed by construction trades workers. 
a Eating and drinking places are included in employment data but excluded from earn ings data. 
'Not available. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, a quick 
review of these data will show that none 
of the rates listed for mahufacturing in
dustries are below $1 an hour, or, indeed, 
below $1.25 an hour. 

In the case of nonmanufacturing in
dustries, I do not have the hourly rates. 
However, it is clear from the weekly rates 
given and the average hours worked, that 
in these industries, as well, New York's 
average rates are well above the exist
ing Federal minimum, or the proposed 
minimum of $1.25, which is before us 
here today. 

I realize, of course, that these are aver
ages, and that there are undoubtedly 
industries and workers that are not rep
resented which could be markedly af
fected by any change in either State or 
Federal minimum wage rates statutes. 

Nevertheless, it is clear that New York 
State has done well by its people. We 
have had responsible government, and 
we have had a sound economy for years, 
and we are very proud of that fact. But 
there is one "catch." It is ironical that, 
in many cases, because of New York's 
good wages and community services, we 
have in recent years suffered the loss 
of industries which have moved to low
wage areas, oftentimes areas where wages 
have been deliberately and systemati
cally kept down, to take advantage of 
these lower rates. 

Although they were not intended for 
this purpose, Federal minimum wage 
laws have helped New York and other 
similarly high wage industrial States. 
By bringing wages in low-wage areas up 
to the Federal minimum, Congress re
duces the capacity of low-wage areas to 
"pirate" away the industries of States 
which have good laws, strong laws, to 
take care of their workers. 

In addition to the fact that minimum 
wage legislation is of very great assist-

ance to lower-paid workers and their 
families, its effect in reducing industrial 
relocation to low-wage areas is, to my 
mind, another and important reason for 
seeing to it that from time to time we 
make needed and realistic adjustments 
in the Federal minimum wage. 

I am fully aware that many who are 
concerned about the bill before us today, 
S. 3758, are particularly interested in 
certain of its provisions which would ex
tend the coverage of the Federal Fair 
Labor Standards Act to industries not 
previously covered. 

I am aware of the basis of this concern, 
and shall certainly listen to the full de
bate which will take place on many of 
the amendments which will be offered to 
change, increase, or decrease here or 
there, coverage under the provisions of 
this bill, and will weigh these coverage 
provisions very carefully. In the final 
analysis, it is these sections which are, in 
many respects, the most significant and 
far reaching issues raised by the bill now 
before us. 

As to the level of the minimum wage, 
I am entirely willing to accept the rates 
established in S. 3758. It calls for $1.25 
an hour for all presently covered workers, 
to be accomplished in gradual stages-
actually reaching the $1.25 level in 3 
years. 

For a 40-hour week, $1.25 an hour 
means $50 a week, or around $2,600 a 
year. All of us know that today this is, 
by any standard, a very modest wage. A 
worker with a family is hard pressed .to 
provide adequately for all of his needs on 
$50 a week. In all those cases in which 
the jobs concerned are those of family 
breadwinners, with children, $1.25 an 
hour is certainly not excessive. Below 
this level, real hardship can, and often 
does, result. 

Mr. President, I have received many 
letters written by individuals, not in
spired by organizations, which have been 
very persuasive in favor of the necessity 
for establishing a higher minimum than 
that under the present law. 

There has been, of course, very active 
espousal of an increase in the minimum 
wage by several of our national organiza
tions. I have met with many representa
tives of labor organizations and of trade 
and industrial organizations affected by 
this legislation. I have listened to their 
presentations with great interest and 
carefully reviewed the arguments of 
those on both sides of this issue. 

I should like to pay tribute to the man
ner in which all of these organizations 
presented their views to me. They have 
been courteous and fair in their presen
tation, and I have appreciated the man
ner in which they have received my 
thinking on the subject. 

Mr. President, at this point, I should 
like to offer for the RECORD a letter from 
the director of the Joint Minimum Wage 
Committee of the A.F. of L.-CIO, to
gether with an attached list of New York 
representatives with whom Senator 
JAVITS and I conferred on minimum wage 
legislation. It is typical of the courteous 
way in which so many groups responded 
to discussions with them of minimum 
wage legislation. I ask unanimous con
sent to have it printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and list were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 

Washi ngton, D.C., February 8, 1960. 
HoN. KENNETH B. KEATING, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washin gton , D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR KEATING: At the request Of 
Miss Evelyn Dubrow, legislative representa
tive of the International Ladies' Garment 
Workers' Union, I am sending you a list of 
names and addresses of the trade union 
delegation which met with you and Senator 
JAVITs last week. 

The delegates have asked me to thank you 
for the time you spent with them discussing 
the importance of the $1.25 an hour mini
mum wage and extended coverage of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. 

We sincerely hope that we can count on 
your support of this legislation when it 
comes before t he Senate. 

Sincerely yours , 
K ENNETH MEIKLEJOHN, 

D i rector, 
Joint Minimum Wage Committee. 

LIST OF NEW YORK REPRESENTATIVEs--NAME, 
HOME ADDRESS, AND UNION AFFILIATION 

Marty Rose, 35 East Rich Street, Oswego, 
N.Y., Local 396, ILGWU. 

Sam Fidre, 730 Dawes Avenue, Utica, N.Y., 
Local 1, Amalgamated Meat Cutters. 

Helen Clemens, 1141 Whitesboro Street, 
Utica, N.Y., Local 345, ILGWU. 

Sylvia McElheny, 330 Main Street, Pough
keepsie, N.Y., Local 269, ILGWU. 

R. L. Bramucci, 283 Park Place, Brooklyn, 
N.Y., Local 91, ILGWU. 

Sol Chakrin, 28-08 141st Street, Flushing, 
N.Y., Local 101, Amalgamated Meat Cutters. 

Morris Horn, 56-11 East Hampton Boule
vard, Bayside, N.Y., Local 627, Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters. 

Milton Reverby, 82-12 167th Street, 
Jamaica, N.Y., District 65, RWDSU. 
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Sam Kovenetsky, 290 Seventh Avenue, New 

York, N.Y., Local 15, RWDSU. 
Carmen Rolon, 510 West 140th Street, New 

York, N.Y., Local 40, ILGWU. 
Mabel Fuller, 45 East 135th Street, New 

York, N.Y., Local 62, ILGWU. 
Carmen Rivera, 1495 Westchester Avenue, 

Bronx, N.Y., Local 62, ILGWU. 
Bebbie Matalon, 249 Avenue P, Brooklyn, 

N.Y., Local 91, ILGWU. 
John Galiany, 614 West 135th Street, New 

York, N.Y., Local132, ILGWU. 
Julius Rubano, 18-31 Ditmars Boulevard, 

Long Island, N.Y., Local 1706, Insurance 
Workers. 

Eddie Nesbit, 211 West 146th Street, New 
York, N.Y.; Local 132, ILGWU. 

William Baron, 160th Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N.Y., Local 331, A.C.W. of America. 

James A. Lewis, 3756 Bronx Boulevard, 
Bronx, N.Y., Local 333, A.C.W. of America. 

Joe Margolis, 111 East Seventh Street, New 
York, N.Y., Local 40, ILGWU. 

Abe Dolger, 9Q-10 149th Street, Jamaica, 
N.Y., Local 10, ILGWU. 

Mario Cafiso, 2090 East Fifth Street, Brook
lyn, N.Y., Local 48, ILGWU. 

Jay Mazur, 2685 Creston Avenue, Bronx, 
N.Y., Local 23, ILGWU. 

Harris Zinn, 126 Lexington Avenue, New 
York City, Local 105, ILGWU. 

Evelyn Dubrow, 10 Downing Street, New 
York, N.Y., ILGWU. 

Sebastiana Faraci, 1005 Esplanade, Bronx, 
N.Y., Local 48, ILGWU. 

Ben Follman, 764 Brady Avenue, New York, 
N.Y., Local 35, ILGWU. 

Jennie Silverman, 530 East Grand Street, 
New York, N.Y., Local 22, ILGWU. 

Richard Moore, 519 West 121st Street, New 
York, N.Y., Local 66, ILGWU. 

Anna Alonge, R.F.D. 1, Box 485, Walden, 
N.Y., Local 156, ILGWU. 

Enrico Dimanco, 269 Main Street, Buffalo, 
N.Y., Local 212, Retail Clerks. 

Richard Adams, 269 Main Street, Buffalo, 
N.Y., Local 212, Retail Clerks. 

Francine Gibbs, 45 Peckham Street, Buf
falo, N.Y., Local 501, ILGWU. 

Edward C. Cluney, 36 Covington Road, 
Buffalo, N.Y., TWUA. 

Beatrice Wood, 619 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
Elmira, N.Y., Local 475, ILGWU. . 

Frances Pryor, 9 South Miller Street, New
burgh, N.Y., Local 165, ILGWU. 

Sol Goldberg, 24 Parkway Drive, Newburgh, 
N.Y., Local 156-268, ILGWU. 

Irving Astrow, 29 Memorial Drive, New
burgh, N.Y., Local 165, ILGWU. 

Max Steinbock, 295 East Euclid Street, 
Valley Stream, N.Y., RWDSU. 

John J. O'Leary, 17 St. Joseph Street, New
burgh, N.Y., Local 898, TWUA. 

James Ponessi, 86 Benkard Avenue, New
burgh, N.Y., Local 165, ILGWU. 

Helen McMaken, Mount Vision Road, 
Utica, N.Y., ILGWU, Local 510. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, one 
type of letter which I received, and which 
has carried great weight, has been from 
workers who themselves are not affected 
by any change in the minimum because 
they are now receiving more than the 
minimum, but who have recognized the 
necessity for relief for their coworkers 
who are not as fortunate as they. I 
want to commend the unselfish attitude 
of the many persons who have written 
to me in this vein. 

When one takes the increase in the 
cost of living into account, its impact 
over the past several years, and its poten
tial impact between now and the next 
3 or 4 years up to 1963, when the $1.25 
minimum would begin, it is clear that 
the minimum wage cannot be held static. 

It would be a fine thing if we could 
completely stabilize the increase in the 
cost of living. Great progress has been 
made in the course of the past few years 
as compared to the preceding years. 

But there has been an increase in liv
ing costs. And even if human appetites 
are constant, prices do go up, and the 
needs of workers and their families can 
no longer be met satisfactorily under a 
minimum wage keyed to a previous :Pe
riod. But this increase in the cost of 
living, this inflation is not the only argu
ment. As our national prosperity rises 
a.nd tastes change, it is clear that our 
personal goals of achievement also 
change. 

At one time, the average homeowner 
was content with a fireplace and good 
supply of fuel. Now, he needs central 
heating. To an extent, our minimum 
wage must take into account increases 
in living standards, .which require that 
the wage earner's take-home pay be 
somewhat greater. I do not want to 
belabor this point. I think it is valid 
and of importance. 

When all is said and done, the mini
mum wage must be of that level below 
which the savings to the employer are 
much less than the additional-and may 
I add, unwarranted-costs incurred by 
our total national economy. 

Mr. President, as I pointed out earlier, 
the passage of statutes raising the mini
mum wage does not have a marked ini
pact on New York State. New Yorkers 
are, in fact, often the victims of insuffi
cient coverage of the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act. I refer to those cases in which 
other lower wage areas are able to "pi
rate" industries away from New York 
because of the lower wages prevailing in 
these areas. 

The force of competition makes it hard 
for the manufacturer to turn such oppor
tunities down. The real loser is the 
worker who is exploited to attract him. 
It is this worker and his family who pay 
the price for this type of industrial re
location. More often than not, reloca
tion turns out to be a headache to the 
new employer as well as to the commu
nity from which he moved. 

Mr. President, to sum up, I am in 
agreement with the principle of a mini
mum wage. I do not feel that $1.25 in 
1963, 3 years from now is excessive. 

I am eager to hear the debate and 
study the provisions of S. 1046 as to 
extending the coverage of the Fair La
bor Standards Act. I am definitely con
vinced that it is these provisions which 
are most fundamental and perplexing 
and which we must scrutinize and dis
cuss to the fullest possible extent in our 
consideration of the bill which is now be
fore us. 

We must consider these provisions, 
which have been the subject of con
siderable study by members of the com
mittee and those outside the committee 
who have also given much conscientious 
study to these provisions. 

I feel sure that we can enact a meas
ure which will be satisfactory, which will, 
in turn, be approved by the Chief Execu
tive, and which will become law, to the 
benefit of all our Nation's industries and 

to the benefit of workers in these in
'dustries. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

HEALTH PLANS FOR THE AGED 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as a 

member of the Committee on Finance 
and, indeed, as a Senator, I have a par
ticular interest in the various proposals 
for health plans for the aged which are 
now before the Congress and the com
mittee. 

I am convinced that such programs 
should be under social security and that, 

·in addition, we should provide a health 
plan for the aged who are outside social 
security. I am a sponsor of the Mc
Namara bill and I believe in the prin
ciples which are to be found in it. In 
addition, I shall support in committee, 
as a minimum, the Anderson amend
ments which, while they do not go as far 
as the McNamara bill, would establish 
the program under social security and 
would provide an excellent beginning. 

The Anderson amendments provide for 
an increase in the combined employer
employee contributions of one-half of 1 
percent with a corresponding increase of 
three-eighths of 1 percent in the con
tribution of the self-employed. 

As I reviewed the proposal it seemed 
to me that perhaps even more benefits 
might be provided for the increase of 
one-half of 1 percent in payroll contribu
tions than the estimates by the Social 
Security Administration gave for the 
Anderson amendments. I therefore ad
dressed a letter on August 1, to Mr. 
Robert J. Myers, the Chief Actuary of 
the Social Security Administration, pro
posing some additional benefits and ask
ing for an om.cial actuarial cost estimate 
of the proposal. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of my letter to Mr. Myers, along with 
the specific proposals for health benefits 
for the aged be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and specific proposals were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 1, 1960. 
Mr. ROBERT J. MYERS, 
Social Security Administration, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. MYERS: Would you kindly give 
me estimates on the cost of the attached 
proposal for providing health benefits for 
the aged as part of the old-age, survivors, 
and disability insurance system? 

My objective is to provide a constructive 
program which can be adequately financed 
by additional contributions of one-fourth 
percent by employers, one-fourth percent by 
employees, and three-eighths percent by the 
self-employed on earnings up to $4,800. 
These contributions would start in 1961, and 
benefits would be payable September 1. 
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I would appreciate knowing (1) the level
premium cost by item, and the early-year 
cost in percent of payrolls and in dollars; (2) 
whether the proposal can be considered ac
tuarially sound. 

With best wishes. 
Faithfully, 

PAUL H. DOUGLAS. 

PROPOSAL ON HEALTH BENEFITS TO CoST 0.5 
PERCENT OF PAYROLLS 

Persons eligible: OASDI eligibles 68. 
Benefits (starting September 1, 1961): 
1. Hospital care up to 180 days with an 

initial deductible of $75. 
2. Skilled nursing-home recuperative care, 

up to 180 days, but with a ceiling of 300 
days on combined hospital and nursing
homecare. 

3. Home health services by a nonprofit 
home health service agency-365 days. 

4. Diagnostic outpaJtlent hospital services. 
Possible modifications (to reduce cost if 

the above exceeds 0.5 percent on an ac
tuarially sound basis) : 

1. Increase the initial deductible to $100, 
with or without a 3-day limitation. 

2. Introduce a deductible of $10 in con
nection with diagnostic outpatient hospital 
services. 

Financing: One-fourth percent contribu
tion by employers and employees, and three
eighths percent by the self-employed, start
ing in 1961, with a special account or trust 
fund. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The proposal differs 
from the Anderson amendments pri
marily by cutting out the second $75 de
ductible to be paid after 24 days in a 
hospital; by providing for home health 
services in addition or in lieu of visiting 
nurse services; and by providing for 
diagnostic outpatient hospital services. 

These are very important items. They 
would allow a doctor, for example, to 
consent to bringing in practical nurses 
or others to clean up the home and care 
for the aged a few hours a day without 
having to have this done either by a 
registered nurse or by a licensed nurse. 

In addition, the proposal would allow 
a doctor to have an elderly person re
ceive diagnostic services without actually 
entering a hospital. This is important 
for a variety of reasons, namely as a step 
in preventive medicine and so that the 
elderly may receive some treatment be
fore they become so ill that they have 
to be hospitalized or institutionalized to 
receive help. 

Mr. Myers replied to me on August 4. 
He stated that the total level premium 
cost for the proposal was 0.51 percent of 
payroll and stated that "the proposal 
as it stands can be considered to be fully 
financed and thus actuarially sound." 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of his reply be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OP' HEALTH, 
EDUCA'riON, AND WELFARE, 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., Augu.st 4, 1960. 

Hon. PAUL H. DoUGLAS, 
U.S. Senate, -
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DoUGLAS: This is in response 
to your letter of August 1 requesting acta· 

arial cost estimates for a proposal and several 
alternatives for providing health benefits for 
all eligibles of the old-age, survivors, and dis
ability insurance program aged 68 and over. 
This would ·be financed by an increase in the 
combined employer-employee contribution 
rate of one-half of 1 percent (and a cor
responding increase in the contribl,ltion rate 
for the self-employed). 

Under the proposal, benefits woUld first be 
available for September 1961, while the addi
tional contributions would begin in January 
1961. The first benefit would be hospital care 
up to a maximum of 180 days, with an initial 
deductible of $75; this has a level-premium 
cost, according to the intermediate-cost 
estimate, of 0.44 percent of payroll. The 
second benefit would be skilled nursing home 
recuperative care up to a maximum of 180 
days (but with an overall maximum of 300 
days for this benefit and the preceding one); 
the level-premium cost is 0.01 percent. The 
third benefit would be home health services 
(by a nonprofit agency) for a maximum of 365 
days; the level-premium cost is 0.01 percent. 
The fourth benefit would be diagnostic out
patient hospital services (without any limits 
prescribed); the level-premium cost is 0.05 
percent. 

The total level-premium cost for the above 
proposal is thus 0.51 percent of payroll, which 
is almost exactly the same as the additional 
contributions provided, so that the proposal 
as it stands can be considered to be fUlly 
financed and thus actuarially sound. The 
total cost of the proposal in the first full year 
of operation is estimated at $710 million, 
which is equivalent to 0.34 percent of payroll. 

You suggested two possible modifications 
to reduce the cost of the proposal, if neces
sary for actuarial soundness. Although this 
does not seem necessary in view of the above 
analysis, I am nevertheless giving you the 
effect of these modifications. First, if the 
initial deductible for the hospital benefit is 
increased from $75 to $100, the level
premium cost would be reduced by 0.04 
percent of payroll. Second, 1! a $10 deduc
tible is introduced for the diagnostic out
patient hospital services, the level-premium 
cost woUld be reduced by 0.01 percent of 
payroll. 

I hope that this furnishes you with the 
information that you desire. If not, or if 
there is anything further than I can do for 
you, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT J. MYERS, 

Chief Actuary. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. On August 9 I sent 
Mr. Myers a telegram asking for more 
detailed year by year statistics on the 
contributions and the cost of benefits and 
the size of the ultimate reserve. 

I ask unanimous consent that my tele
gram to him appear at this point in the 

. RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AuGUST 9, 1960. 
Mr. ROBERT J. MYERS, 
Chief Actuary, Social Security Administra

tion, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.: 

Deeply appreciate your full and courteous 
reply to my letter of August 1. I a.m. greatly 
reassured by your figures. You estimate the 
cost for the first year o! the constructive 
program which I outlined at $710 m1111on, or 
equivalent to 0.34 percent o! payroll. You 
also st8lte that the total level premium costs 
of the proposals would be 0.51 percent o! 
payroll. I would now appreciate more de
tailed. stat1st1cs year by year g:lving the 

balance of contributions and benefits and the 
size of the ultimate reserve. 

PAUL H. DOUGLAS. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Myers replied 
on August 10. His figures indicate that 
until 1985, contributions would exceed 
benefits. During the next 15 years, or 
to the year 2,000, benefits would exceed 
contributions. In the next period, or to 
the year 2015, contributions would again 
be greater than benefits, and following 
that benefits would again exceed con
tributions. However, Mr. Myers points 
out that up to the year 2040, any excess 
of benefits over contributions would be 
counterbalanced by interest earnings 
credited to the account. 

In addition, Mr. Myers points out 
that the fund would build up from a 
figure of $2 billion by the end of the 
year 1965, to $4 billion by the end of 
1970, $13 billion by the year 2,000, and 
$27 billion by the year 2040. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Myers' further memorandum and at
tached tables appear in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum and tables were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 10, 1960. 
Memorandum: Robert J. Myers. 
Subject: Progress of medical insurance fund 

under proposal of Senator DouGLAS. 
This memorandum presents an estimate 

of the progress of the medical insurance fund 
that would be established under a proposal 
by Senator DouGLAS. The level-premium cost 
.of this proposal according to the inter
mediate-cost estimate is 0.51 percent of pay
roll, or slightly more than the additional 
combined employer-employee contribution 
rate of one-half percent provided by the 
proposal. 

The attached table shows the estimated 
progress of the medical insurance fund con
sistent with our long-range OASDI cost esti
mates. In calendar year 1961, income would 
exceed outgo by over $700 million, since con
tributions would be collected during the en
tire year, but benefit payments would be 
made only for the last third of the year; 
there would, of course, be some lag in the 
collection of contributions, particularly in 
respect to self-employed persons. In 1962 
and the years immediately following, con
tributions would be about $300 million more 
than benefit payments, with the difference 
gradually decreasing in future years; and, 
in fact, becoming virtually eliminated by 
1985. From 1985 to 2000 benefits would ex
ceed contributions. Between 2000 and 2015, 
contributions would again show a small in
crease over benefits, because of the rela
tively small size of the aged population at 
about the turn of the century. Thereafter, 
however, benefits woUld again rise more 
rapidly than contributions and would exceed 
them by a significant amount. However, 
up to about the year 2040, any excess o! 
benefits over contributions would be counter
balanced by interest earnings credited to the 
account. From then on, benefits are ex
pected to exceed the cOinbined income from 
contributions and interest. 

As a result of the significant excess of con
tributions over benefit payments for the next 
few decades, a sizable amount in the account 
would be developed. Th.1s would amount to 
over $2 billion at the end of 1965, almost $4 
bllllon at the end of 1970, $13 billion in the 
year 2000, rJaing to t27 bill1on in the year 
2040, and !rom then on, gradually declining. 

RoBERT J. MYERS. 
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Esti mated progress of medical insumnce 

fund under proposal of Senator Douglas 
[All figures in millions] 

Calendar Contri- Benefit Interest Accowtt 
year but ions pay- on at end 

ments account of year 
------ ---

1961 __ ______ __ $835 $134 $9 $710 
1962 _________ _ 1,038 706 24 1, 066 
1963 _________ _ 1,053 716 35 1,438 
1964_-- - - - -- - - 1,069 770 48 1, 785 
1965 _____ _____ 1,084 803 61 2,127 
11)70 ___ _ ---- - - 1, 177 941 124 3, 921 
198Q _________ _ 1, 372 1, 262 216 7,413 
199Q ___ ___ ___ _ 1, 593 1, 625 303 10,309 
200() __ ______ __ 1, 852 1, 852 393 13, 391 
2025 ___ _______ 2, 318 2, 78! 749 25, 317 
2Q4Q ______ __ __ 2, 4:62 3, 348 795 26,664 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, these 
figures indicate that even somewhat 
greater benefits than those provided by 
the Anderson amendments can be fully 
financed by the contribution of 0.50 per
cent of payroll provided in the Anderson 
amendments. ~ 

It is of great importance that this 
long overdue program be gotten under 
way at once. It is clear that the Ander
son amendments are more than actu
arially sound and that when the bill 
gets to the floor the benefits for the level 
premium cost of 0.50 percent of payroll 
can be increased considerably. 

Personally, I am prepared to move 
even beyond this and provide that nurs
ing home care be available not merely as 
"recuperative care" after a hospital stay 
but in combination with or in lieu of 
hospital care. In other words, I think 
we should provide for nursing home care 
initially as well as following hospital 
care. This would cost an additional 
0.10 percent of payroll. I favor this for 
I think it is of great importance that 
the aged of this country be provided 
with adequate medical care both within 
and outside ho,spitals. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. McNAMARA. I should like to ask 

the Senator from Illinois if he now feels 
that the age limit of 65 established in 
the original bill that he cosponsored is 
not actuarily sound? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think it is actuarily 
sound if the assessment is raised to the 
figure provided by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

The Anderson amendment was an at
tempt to reduce the total. 

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I merely say that 

within the limits of the Anderson 
amendment more benefits could safely 
be provided than contemplated in the 
original proposal of the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. McNAMARA. With a very slight 
pick up in our gross national product 
and with a comparable pick up in our 
economy, I believe that we can stick with 
the bill that the Senator from Illinois 
and I sponsored originally. I believe 
that Mr. Myers has gone overboard on 
the safe side. I hope the Senator will 
not leave us at this point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am a follower of 
the Senator from Michigan on this sub
ject. He is the chairman of the Sub-

committee on the Aged. I think his is 
the best bill, and I will support it. I 
merely say that if we are driven to the 
Anderson bill, we can provide more bene
fits under the Anderson contribution 
rates than the Anderson benefit provi
sions now provide. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Merely for the purpose 

of information from the Committee on 
Finance, can the Senator tell us whether, 
when the committee brings whatever bill 
it brings to the floor, it will bring us the 
various responses to actuarial and fac
tual questions which it has received? 

I believe that would be extremely help
ful. As the Senator knows that is a 
subject in which I have a very deep in
terest. I think it would be helpful if they 
did what the Senator is doing graciously 
today, give us the individual data that 
they have accumulated, such as the cost 
of the alternative of a home-care nursing 
program along the line of the informa
tion the Senator has given us with re
spect to the additional one-tenth of 1 
percent of payroll deduction. That is 
extremely important. I hope the Sen
ator will help us to have that informa
tion on the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not the chair
man of the committee, but I agree that 
the Membership of the Senate should 
have available to it the fullest informa
tion on the approximate cost of various 
features, not merely as totals, but broken 
down with respect to individual items. 

Mr. JAVITS. As they have already 
been ascertained, so we will not have to 
guess about it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. McNAMARA. I should like to say 

to the Senator from New York that we 
have all kinds of breakdowns. I shall 
be glad to answer any of his questions 
along that line. We have those figures 
in our subcommittee. 

Mr. JAVITS. I hope very much that 
when we get the bill on the floor this in
formation will be available. I think this 
is one bill that will be written on the 
floor. 

Mr. McNAMARA. We will have the 
information available. 

THE PROMISES AND PROBLEMS 01" 
AMERICA IN THE 1960'S 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President I be
lieve in the system of government' estab
lished in the beginning of this Republic. 
In plain words, I am a man who takes 
the Constitution seriously. 

Not only do I believe in its validity 
as law; I also believe in the broad phi
losophy of government that inspired the 
Founding Fathers to devise the Constitu
tion. These were men who had known 
tyranny firsthand. Their uppermost 
thought was to guard against it. 

I believe in the principle of federalism. 
And I agree with Abraham Lincoln that 
"the Union must and shall be preserved." 
I disagree with those who say all govern
ment is evil. An unorganized people is 

incapable of maintaining internal order 
or of defending themselves. However, 
strongly centralized government-fasc
ism, communism, or socialism-can sur
vive only at the expense of freedom. 

A union of strong State and local gov
ernments offers the best hope of main
taining strength without losing freedom. 

NO MAGIC IN GOVERNMENT 

The older I grow the more I marvel 
at the willingness of many people to be
lieve that there is magic in government; 
the more government we have, the more 
magic available. 

I have been a Member of the U.S. Sen
ate for 24 years. Before that, I served as 
Governor of my State. During those 
year~, I have never seen evidence of any 
mag1cal formula for solving problems of 
government. 

Nevertheless, there is no shirking the 
fact that we seem to need a good deal of 
governing-more in our time than 50 
years ago. Our vastly more complex so
cial order appears to require more com
plicated types of regulation. But, the 
best regulation is self-regulation· the 
most efficient government is self-go~ern
ment. 

When neither the efforts of individ
uals nor of local governments can cope 
with a problem, the State, and then, if 
necessary, the Federal Government 
should step in. 

The American system of government 
is serving our people magnificently. I 
shall not dwell on the statistical facts 
reflecting our tremendous economic 
growth. Let it suffice merely to mention 
that, in 1952, the average weekly earn
ings of factory workers was $67.97. To
day it is well over $90. 

During this same period, homeowner
ship has risen at a steady and healthy 
rate-and I mention that because I know 
of no more reliable and significant in
dicator of economic health. Today more 
than 60 percent of us own or are buying 
our own homes. 

THE PROBL E M OF INFLATION 

During the past quarter century of 
crisis during which economic catastrophe 
was followed by war, more economic 
troubles, and yet another war, the prob
lem of inflation reared its ugly head, and 
the cost of living soared. 

The 100-cent dollar slipped downward 
to 90 cents, then 80, 70, and so on until 
during the Korean war, it skidded ·to 52 
cents. We put the brakes on the infla
tionary roller coaster in 1953, and since 
then, have held the depreciation of the 
dollar to just a few cents. It is now 
worth approximately 48 cents in com
parison with the 1939 dollar. ' 

No matter how we express it or illus
trate it, inflation is a major problem. It 
is a black mark on the record of our eco
nomic performance and a black cloud on 
the horizon of the 1960's. 

In my opinion, although we have ef
fectively slowed down inflation in the 

_past few years, it is still the major do
mestic problem facing the Nation. 

THE THREE CAUSES OF INFLATION 

There are three principal causes of in
flation. One is profiteering by business. 
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Another is excessive wage demands by 
labor. The third, and the one I am most 
directly interested in, is irresponsible 
Government spending. 

The clearest lesson of the past is that 
no society can long tolerate continued 
depreciation of its currency. Within the 
present century inflation has played a 
major role in the destruction of pre
Communist Russia, pre-Hitler Germany, 
and pre-Communist China. More na
tions have fallen as a result of inflation 
than as a result of war. 

I believe the following quotation il
lustrates this point graphically: 

The first panacea for a mismanaged nation 
is inflation of the currency; the second is 
war. Both bring temporary prosperity; both 
bring a permanent ruin. But both are the 
refuge of political and economic oppor
tunists. 

INFLATION THREAT MUST BE MET HEAD ON 

This threat, which dominates the 
domestic problems confronting us in 
this decade, must be met head on. 
There is no magic formula that will 
solve it. It cannot be solved by political 
drumbeating or the reckless spending of 
the people's money. 

We must set higher standards of fiscal 
responsibility. The prevailing policy too 
often has been a combination of promis
ing handouts to every special interest 
group that comes along, plus an unwill
ingness to tell the people frankly and 
honestly what the cost will be in terms 
of higher taxes or deficit spending-and 
the cruel indirect tax of inflation which 
inevitably results. 

BALANCED BUDGET KEY TO PROGRESS 

The mistaken idea has been planted 
that the drive for a balanced Federal 
budget stifles progress. On the contrary, 
by balancing the budget, the Federal 
Government can contribute to solid 
progress by stabilizing the dollar. The 
alternative is creeping or leaping infla
tion--depending on the amount of deficit 
spending. 

Inflation is not progress-it is only the 
Ulusion of progress. During inflation we 
receive higher wages, but it buys less 
than before, so how can we say we are 
making progress? 

The greatest service the Federal Gov
ernment could do for the people right 
now is to put its fiscal house in order. 
The greatest service the people could do 
for the Federal Government is to de
mand fiscal responsibility of elected 
representatives. 
MY OPPONENT IS INTERESTED IN DOLLARS; I AM 

INTERESTED IN PEOPLE 

One political accusation that I am 
sick and tired of hearing is the one that 
goes something like this: "My opponent 
is interested in dollars; I am interested 
in people." 

That is the cry of the demagog. 
What hogwash. 

This absurd charge is usually leveled 
at any conscientious public servant who 
questions a costly Government spending 
program designed to benefit a special in
terest group. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Do not Senators of 

every conviction, of every philosophy, in 

every area, in every party have to be 
elected by the votes of the people? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. They, therefore, very 

directly represent the people and have to 
be elected by them before they can get 
into office. 

Mr. BRIDGES. They certainly do, 
and should be. 

Let me ask this question: Whose dol
lars are we talking about? Are they not 
the people's dollars? Or have we for
gotten the screams of anguish against 
Government spending the last time in
come taxes were due? 

I think this question should be asked 
of every Government spending proposal: 
Is it the best use of the public's money 
in the public's interest? 

THE MORTGAGE ON AMERICA'S FUTURE 

Many people know that we have a so
called public debt of $292 billion. 

But even that staggering figure does 
not tell the whole story of the mortgage 
on America's future. 

If there is any group which should be 
interested in the mortgage on America's 
future, it should be the young people of 
the country. 

The fact is that our present national 
debt of $292 billion doesn't include pres
ent Federal liabilities for past services in 
even greater amounts. 

These present liabilities for past serv
ices-in the form of military retirement, 
retirement for civilian Government em
ployees, pensions and compensation to 
veterans-come to another $350 billion. 
I am not criticizing these particular pro
grams. They are justified and, I believe, 
sound. But nevertheless, they must be 
added to the tally. 

But even that is not the whole story. 
On top of all that is $98 billion of 

commitments for future Federal spend
ing for such things as the Interstate 
Highway System, public works, public 
housing, and unexpended balances in the 
defense program. 

This comes to an incredible grand 
total of $740 billion. 

That is the Federal Government's 
mortgage on America's future, beyond 
the regular annual costs of defense and 
necessary domestic programs. 

Now I ask: Do we have a right to allow 
this time bomb to keep getting bigger 
and bigger until it explodes under future 
generations of Americans? 

I say we have no such right. 
I say we have a responsibility to our 

children and their children to start re
ducing this mortgage by making some 
payments on the principle of our na
tional debt. 

Common sense tells us we cannot live 
forever on credit cards. The same thing 
applies to government. 

The Government has to start paying 
its own way, now and in the future. 

LEGISLATION TO CURB INFLATION 

I believe this so strongly that over the 
years I have introduced and supported 
as much, if not more, legislation than 
any other Senator now in the Congress, 
aimed at curbing the trend toward fiscal 
suicide. I am proud to say that many 
of my proposals have been adopted. I 
am sorry to say that others have not. 
But I shall never give up this fight. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Virginia, HARRY F. BYRD, and I cospon
sored the Bridges-Byrd constitutional 
amendment that would put the Federal 
Government on a pay-as-you-go basis. 
When enough of our senatorial col
leagues are sufficiently concerned with 
the alarming state of the U.S. Treasury, 
I believe this proposal will be adopted. 

Despite the huge public debt, there are 
certain domestic programs that need to 
be instituted, expanded, or revised. 
Some of them would save tax money. 
Some would cost money. I think we 
could accomplish these programs, and 
pay as we go, too. 

SOCIAL SECVRITY MUST BE MODERNIZED 

A person who works 30 or 40 years, 
through savings, participation in a pen
sion plan, and/or the social security pro-:
gram, is entitled to live out his years in 
peace and financial security. 

However, when a person saves on the 
basis of a 100-cent dollar, but upon re
tirement finds that he must pay for food, 
shelter, and clothing on the basis of an 
inflated dollar-it is like changing the 
rules in the middle of the game, and it 
is not equitable. 

The rules have changed in the past 20 
years, during which, as I mentioned 
earlier, the dollar has depreciated from 
100 cents to 48 cents. As a result, many 
of our senior citizens are caught in an 
inflationary trap not of their making. 

We relieved the pressure somewhat 
when the personal exemption for income 
tax purposes was raised to $1,200 for per
so.ns over 65 years old. This move I 
supported for a long period but the seri
ousness of the problem calls for addi
tional action. 

There are various recommendations 
before Congress having to do with easing 
the pressure on our senior citizens. One 
which I introduced, would permit a ma~ 
or woman to earn up to $1,800 a year 
without sacrificing any of his social se
curity benefits. This, it seems to me is 
logical and just. The Nation needs the 
wisdom and skills of our elder citizens. 
And they need the freedom to work and 
earn, to the limit of their capabilities. 
The present law puts a penalty on those 
who are able and happy to work and 
earn. 

MEDICAL AID FOR THE AGED 

Another proposal before Congress of 
interest to our retirees is the plan for 
hospitalization insurance for citizens 
over 65 years old. 

Actually, there are several proposals. 
One is the Forand bill-a compulsory, 
socialized-medicine approach that would 
be operated by the Federal Government. 
Another is the administration's Medicare 
plan-a voluntary plan in which respon
sibility would be shared by the Federal 
Government, the States, and the indi
vidual. In addition, several other plans 
on this subject have proposed greater or 
less coverage than the first two pro
posals. 

The Forand bill benefits many people 
who do not need the benefits, but leaves 
-out 4 million aged not covered by social 
security, more than half of whom have 
incomes of less than $1,000 a year. And 
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the Forand bill is compulsory for those 
who come under its provisions. 

I am opposed to compulsion. 
I believe in personal freedom. 
I will support a workable, and equita

ble plan which will benefit the largest 
number of our senior citizens in the low
er income brackets. 

INTERNAL SECURITY 

I often refer to the Communist con
spiracy as "international," because it op
erates in every country of the world in
cluding the United States. It will con
tinue to be a grave problem for many 
years into the future. 

This means that our law enforcement 
agencies at every level of government will 
have to devote time, study, and man
power to this evil menace. 

Everybody is against communism, but 
all too few of us fully understand the 
nature of the beast and even fewer of us 
do anything practical to expose and re
tard it from making further inroads into 
our society. Merely being "against" 
leprosy is not going to do much to stop 
the spread of that dread disease or to 
prevent others from contracting it. 
Communism has been aptly described as 
a leprosy of the human soul. It most 
positively is not the result of poverty and 
ignorance as so many well-meaning but 
badly informed people will still try to tell 
you even today. 

HOME-GRQWN COMMUNISTS AND COURT 

CONFUSION 

It has been pointed out years ago that 
those States with the highest income 
levels and highest expenditures per cap
ita for education also have the largest 
percentage of Communists. 

During 1947 and 1948, when the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
was holding its sensational hearings ex
posing Soviet atomic espionage in this 
country, a long list of witnesses took the 
fifth amendment, not only on the ques
tion of whether they were· Communists, 
but also on the question of whether they 
had ever engaged in espionage. With 
two or three exceptions, they were all 
native-born Americans with exceptional 
scholastic records. 

In spite of the proven threat, the Su
preme Court of the United States ruled, 
in the Steve Nelson case, that the States 
could not enforce their anti-subversion 
laws. The Court's decision was based on 
the so-called preemption doctrine that 
the State's law had been invalidated by 
Federal law. 

I have sponsored legislation that would 
specifically authorize the States to en
force their anti-Communist laws. We 
must fight communism with every weap
on of the law, at every level of govern
ment. 

THE LOYALTY OATH 

The attack on the loyalty oath provi
sion of our National Defense Education 
Act is another symptom of misguided 
liberalism. I see nothing wrong in ask
ing all persons who are receiving any 
kind of financial assistance from Ameri
can taxpayers to pledge allegiance to the 
principles for which the Nation stands. 

We need more patriotism in this coun
try, not less. We need, as we have never 
needed before, young people who will 
realize what has made America strong. 

CVI--1021 

And we need young people who are not 
ashamed to stand up and proudly say 
that they pledge their allegiance to the 
United States of America. 

THE PROBLEM OF CRIME AND JUVENILE_ 
DELINQUENCY 

According to FBI figures, one murder 
or other major crime is now committed 
in the United States every 4 minutes. 
Last year, some 271,000 autos were stolen. 

Some believe that crime was largely 
the product of poverty, ignorance, lack 
of schooling, bad companions, and bad 
home influence. But some of our most 
shocking and senseless crimes are com
mitted by youngsters from good homes 
and the products of the best and most 
expensive educational system in the 
world. Some 800,000 youngsters under 
18 years of age were arrested in 1958 for 
crimes other than traffic violations. Al
most 20 percent of some 2 million per
sons arrested were under 21. Obviously, 
all of the 800,000 juveniles involved in 
crimes in 1 year could not have come 
from broken homes or underprivileged 
families. 

When testifying last February before 
a congressional subcommittee, J. Edgar 
Hoover stated that lewd films, indecent 
magazines, sensational yellow journal
ism, and lurid, crime-inciting TV shows 
were in part responsible, particularly 
books, magazines, TV shows, films, and 
other media which glamorized and glori
fied criminals and poked fun at tradi
tional religious virtues, morality, and or
dinary decency. 

COMMERCE AND SMALL BUSINESS 

The Constitution proclaims, in part, 
that Congress shall have the power "to 
regulate commerce with foreign nations, 
and among the several States." 

This is as it should be. Chaos would 
result if each State made its own rules 
and regulations concerning the tons of 
products which :tlow across State lines 
and abroad, in trucks, trains, ships, and 
planes. · 

I hold the view that Federal laws af
fecting commerce should be predicated 
on the mutual well-being of all the 
States, and should never benefit one at 
the expense of others: 

Therefore, I have opposed, in its pres
ent form, the so-called depressed areas 
legislation, because it could be used as a 
license for industry pirating, subsidized 
by taxpayers money. 

With equal vigor, I support trade poli
cies, both foreign and domestic, that 
serve the long-range interests of our in
dustrial shareholders and our workers' 
wages. 

For my native New Hampshire and for 
the overall well-being of the Nation, I 
have for 24 years used my good offices on 
behalf of the textile, lumber, leather 
goods, mica, and other industries, and 
the millions of American workers they 
represent. 

Small business, the backbone of our 
economy, deserves special attention, and 
has received it. The Small Business Ad
ministration, created by the 83d Con
gress, is one of the finest and most effi
cient agencies of government in this 
country. I voted to create it, and I have 
consistently voted to sustain it. My 
only regret is that more small businesses 

do not take advantage of the services 
offered by the SBA. But I believe they 
will as time goes by and as its work 
becomes better known. 

THE FARM PROBLEM AND SURPLUSES 

The farmer is caught in a vicious cost
price squeeze brought on by ever-rising 
labor, tax, and other production costs. 
But the farmer's best interests are not 
served by merely imposing high, rigid 
price supports on the crops deemed to be 
basic. 

Such Federal policies may bring tem
porary relief to those on the receiving 
end of the subsidies, but they do not 
solve the long-range farm problem. On 
the contrary, they aggravate the situa
tion, by encouraging the production of 
greater surpluses and by bringing about 
higher taxes which fall equally upon the 
farmers and the industrial workers. 

When I review farm legislation and 
proposals, sometimes I wonder whether 
the authors have ever seen the inside of 
a dairy barn. Price supports on feed 
grains have cost billions of dollars during 
the past several years to the poultrymen, 
the dairymen, and the feeders of other 
livestock. 

The farmer's problems will be solved 
by seeking to eliminate the causes of 
current dislocations in agriculture. 
Surpluses must be reduced; the wage
price spiral in industry must be halted; 
and strict economy must be observed in 
the administration of our farm pro
grams. 

Net farm income must be raised; and, 
at the same time, the in:tlated levels of 
other segments of the economy must be 
lowered, so that farm income has a 
chance to catch up. 

EDUCATION, LABOR, AND MANPOWER 

As a member of the Senate Committee 
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences and 
as a member of the Preparedness Investi
gating Subcommittee, I have taken part 
in what I consider the most vital delib
erations of this session of Congress. 

In plotting our Nation's role in the 
conquest of outer space, we have had 
to give prime consideration to the short
age of engineering, scientific, and tech
nically trained manpower. More than 
that, we have had to consider the future 
problem of manpower for the Nation's 
industrial machine that produces con
sumer goods. These problems are closely 
related. This Nation seeks to avoid a 
situation such as that which exists in 
Russia, where the people are starving 
for consumer goods because manpower is 
siphoned off for the production of other 
goods. 
OUR SCHOOL SYSTEM SUPERIOR TO THE RUSSIANS 

Let me make one thing clear before 
·going any further: I am not panicked by 
the rather loose comparisons being made 
these days between our educational sys
tem and that of the Soviets. Such talk 
got its inspiration from Russia's success 
in launching the first earth satellite
Sputnik I in October 1957. 

Their capability to accomplish such 
"spectaculars" is based on their ruth
less power to regiment their human and 
material resources, including their edu
cational system, without regard to the 
real needs of their people. 
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They pinpointed their efforts while we 
advanced on a broad front. The result 
is that now we are far ahead of them in 
overall scientific achievement in space 
exploration. At the same time, we have 
produced more and better consumer 
goods for our people. 

To me, this is evidence that our edu
cational system is superior to anything 
behind the Iron Curtain. We have bet
ter teachers, better school facilities, and 
we turn out a better finished product. 

our school system was built at the 
local level by local people with local rev
enues. They maintain it, and they im
prove it as has been done on a gigantic 
scale during the last few years. 

I cannot see that any improvement 
would be realized by having the Federal 
Government take the money now spent 
locally, and then dole it out again
minus expenses, of course. Federal aid 
to education is costly. And it ·opens the 
door to centralized influence and limita
tions of academic freedom. 

MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS OF THE 1960'S 

The manpower challenge of the 1960's 
has been charted. The calculations are 
not guesswork. All those who will enter 
the labor market between now and 1970 
are alive today. We know their age, sex, 
education and other characteristics. We 
foresee problems affecting youths, older 
workers, women, and minority groups. 

Employers will have to forgo the lux
ury of racial, age, and sex discrimination 
in order to fill their work schedules. 

Educators must lead the way, not only 
in education and training, but also in 
career guidance, to fit our youths to the 
jobs that await them. 

Our labor unions must modernize, cull
ing out any obsolete practices that might 
retard the technological revolution. 

WOULD CHANGE LABOR LAW IF NEED ARISES 

The Landrum-Griffin law-officially, 
the Labor-Management Relations Act of 
1959-was enacted with near unanimity 
after years of deliberations. I believe it 
is effective and fair to all concerned
labor leaders, rank and file union mem
bers, management, and the American 
people. 

It protects the worker and the public 
from abuse by a small minority of labor 
leaders and businessmen, and it creates 
no hardship for legitimate leaders of la
bor and management. 

It guarantees the secret ballot for un
ion members in electing their officers and 
conducting important union business. 

It protects the union member from 
coercion. 

It protects his money in the union 
treasury or welfare fund. 

It removes the no man's land between 
Federal and State law, thus guarantee
ing every man his day in court. 

I think it is a good law. But, if the 
test of time should prove otherwise, I 
would be the first to recommend needed 
changes 9r, if necessary, new legisla
tion. 

THE THREAT OF INTERNATIONAL COMMUNISM 

The international Communist con
spiracy directed from Moscow poses the 
threat of world domination by force. 
And with equal vigor, it threatens, by 
propaganda and political cunning, the 

principles of morality and freedom that 
are our fundamental strength. I have 
fought communism with all my heart 
and soul for a quarter of a century. As 
long as this menace exists, I will con
tinue to combat it with all the power at 
mycommand. · 

There are those who seem to believe 
that communism and capitalism, or com
munism and freedom, or communism 
and belief in God, can coexist. The 
architects of communism deny this. 

I remember pointing out in 1934, in 
New Hampshire, that the worst thing 
that had been done, and the most far
reaching act that had been done by the 
then current administration, was the 
recognition of Soviet Russia; and that 
has certainly proved true many times 
in the past quarter of a century. 

More than 40 years ago Lenin said: 
We cannot live in peace. In the end, one 

or the other will triumph-a funeral dirge 
will be sung over the Soviet Republic or 
world capitalism. 

And Stalin wrote that religion, belief 
in God, must be exterminated every
where before communism is safe any
where. 

This is Communist doctrine, un
changed by the succession of masters of 
the Kremlin. Each Soviet dictator 
makes it increasingly plain that world 
domination by force and the complete 
abolition of religion is basic Communist 
policy. 

Perhaps it is to our advantage in the 
so-called cold war that the Communists 
make no bones about their ultimate pur
poses. But how sad for humanity that 
they prove their words with deeds. 

They strangled freedom in Hungary 
in 1956. They did it by murdering un
armed and defenseless Hungarian patri
ots, sending a wave of revulsion through
out the free world. Then, as an act of 
deliberate treachery under the guise of 
peace talks, they seized, held, and finally 
executed the Hungarian leaders. 

Much closer to home, we know that 
Latin American Communist Party lead
ers have been undergoing training in 
Moscow since 1953. The number of 
Communists and their sympathizers in 
Latin America is estimated at about 
700,000. This is a small percentage of 
the population in those countries, but, as 
J. Edgar Hoover pointed out, the hard
core Communist is a dedicated, disci
plined parson who obeys the instructions 
of Moscow. It is the hard core that 
counts--not sheer numbers. 

COMMUNISTS SUPPRESS RELIGION 

The fruit of the tree of Communist 
intrigue in Latin America is ripening in 
Cuba-only 90 miles from our shores. 
With Castro's agrarian reform as a 
front, the conspirators have taken over. 
I am reliably informed that a move is 
already afoot to drive an order of priests 
out of Cuba as the first blow against the 
church. I have made this charge before 
and it has not .been challenged at home 
or abroad. 

I remember when Mr. Castro was in
vited to this country by a group of news
paper editors, when he was wined and 
dined by political leaders of this coun
try, when he was met and received by 
Members of the Congress, that I stood 

on the floor of the Senate and protested 
it, and told them exactly what he was 
doing; that if he was not a Communist, 
he was surrounded by Communists; he 
was playing the Communist game. I am 
sorry that has all come true. 

Gradual suppression of religion is 
basic Communist philosophy. The tragic 
imprisonment of Bishop James E. Walsh 
in Red China should dispel forever any 
doubts about this. This devoted and 
dedicated man knew it was coming, but 
his devotion to the spiritual welfare of 
his fellow Christians was so deep as to 
compel him to remain on the Chinese 
mainland despite the persecution of his 
church by a Godless regime. 

Communism is evil. Its ends are evil 
and its means to those ends are evil. We 
can no more compromise with commu
nism than we can compromise with sin. 

When circumstances force communism 
to do something good and right, it is only 
an expedient to advance their over-all 
purpose. 

When they permit long-overdue im
provements in living conditions, it is only 
because even dictators must make some 
concessions or face the wrath of the 
oppressed. 

When they industrialize, it is to 
strengthen their capacity for aggression. 

When they talk peace, it is just an
other means of waging war. 

When their emissaries tour other 
countries, it is part of the grand strategy 
to probe the weaknesses of others and to 
win acceptance of their country as a law
abiding member of the family of nations. 

The thing to remember about the So
viet system is that it is not a real gov
ernment; instead, it is an international 
conspiracy dedicated to the overthrow of 
the free world. 

SOVIETS TALK PEACE: ARM FOR WAR 

The Russians have violated practically 
every major international agreement to 
which they have been a party ove.r a 
period of 30 years. Why should we ex
pect them to honor new treaties now? 

The collapse of the summit conference 
this June startled many people. It 
should not have. It was no national 
tragedy. 

A great many Americans opposed such 
conferences all along. We remembered 
earlier summits, when Western heads of 
state were out-maneuvered and cheated 
by Khrushchev's predecessor-the cun
ning Stalin. 

Khrushchev's 180° turn from so-called 
peaceful coexistence at Paris was just a 
reminder of how fully he remains a dedi
cated Communist. When he saw that he 
was not going to get away with anything, 
he flip-flopped around and tried to em
barrass the President for his own po
litical advantage. 

Khrushchev is a pure Communist 
agitator, from the top of his head to 
the soles of his feet. 

Any time he can talk the world into 
a crisis, we can be sure he will do so. 
His failure at Paris was that he did not 
panic the world. Our President, to his · 
everlasting credit, withstood his inflam
matory onslaught with dignity and for
bearance. In my opinion, that saved the 
day for the free world. 
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KEEPING THE PEACE: THE PURPOSE OF FOREIGN 

POLICY 

The fundamental purpose of our for
eign policy-a purpose which we some
times seem to forget-is to provide for 
our own survival and to keep the peace. 
That is the acid test. 

During the past 8 years-since the 
close of the Korean war-our foreign 
policy has been highly successful. We 
have kept the peace. No American 
armies are fighting in foreign lands. No 
American blood is wetting alien soil. No 
American boys are dying on faraway 
battlefields. 

Diplomatic blowups are disturbing, 
but they are neither fatal nor final. In 
some instances, such blowups might even 
be beneficial to the cause of understand
ing and future efforts. I believe that to 
be true in the case of the summit col
lapse, and, to a lesser extent, in the case 
of the Communist-inspired student-So
cialist riots in Japan. 

I am steadfast in my belief that, in the 
long run, traditional diplomatic methods 
carried out by the trained and dedicated 
men and women of our Foreign Service, 
offer the best hope for successful inter
national relations. 
TO KHRUSHCHEV, PEACE MEANS SURRENDER OF 

FREE WORLD 

While the Communists talk peaceful 
coexistence and disarmament, they 
stockpile new and more horrible weapons 
of war. 

They have put high priority on the de
velopment of lethal gases which can wipe 
out entire populations; men, women, and 
children. They have other gases that 
can immobilize entire nations by caus
ing temporary blindness or paralysis, 
while they move in and mop up. 

Soviet military leaders have boasted 
that they are fully prepared to use chem
ical weapons, and we know that Com
munist soldiers are trained in the use of 
these weapons. 

It is a paradox that words do notal
ways mean the same thing to different 
people. Peace to the Kremlin conspira
tors means surrender of the free world 
to communism. 

;peace to us means self -government of 
pe6ple who have freely banded to
gether-without outside domination. 

Khrushchev offers his brand of peace
we have only to surrender to commu
nism. But we demand peace on our 
terms-with freedom and justice for all. 

The way to preserve peace is through 
strength. 

The American Republic has learned 
the meaning of peace through strength 
by hard experience. We learned at 
Pearl Harbor and we got another lesson 
when the Communists invaded South 
Korea. 

We have learned and shall never for
get: The key to lasting peace is over
whelming strength. 

GROWTH OF U.S. MILITARY POWER SINCE 
KOREAN WAR 

In 1953, no ship afloat was powered 
by atomic energy, Today we have 9 
nuclear submarines in commission and 
23 under construction or being con
verted. 

In 1953, the Polaris missile system was 
just a dream. 

This year it is a reality, as two of these 
submarines, each capable of firing 16 
warheaded missiles while submerged, 
join our active defense forces. 

At the close of the Korean war, just 
7 years ago, an airplane expected to 
operate at speeds greater than the speed 
of sound was in its early design stage. 
Today, Mach 2 aircraft are part of our 
regular forces, and a Mach 3 plane is on 
the way. 

In 1953, the Atlas intercontinental 
ballistic missile was a hazy concept. It 
was surrounded by doubters. They said 
it would be operational by 1965. But to
tlay-1960-we have Atlases on the 
launching pads, with an incredible record 
of successful test firings, and a proved 
accuracy far exceeding the most opti
mistic hopes of a few years ago. 

In 1953, the intermediate range ballis
tic missiles, Jupiter and Thor, were not 
even contemplated. Today, the Thor is 
in the hands of our allies in the United 
Kingdom, and the Jupiter booster 
launched our first earth satellite in 1958. 

All of these changes that I have men
tioned, and many more, have taken place 
in just 7 years-since the close of the 
Korean war. It is amazing to me that 
so much could have been accomplished, 
and there is absolutely no doubt in my 
mind that this progress in the military 
field, backing up our foreign policy, has 
been the main factor in keeping the 
peace during these critical and trying 
years. 

FOREIGN AID FOR MUTUAL ADVANTAGE 

It is American commonsense to aid 
friends in need and to cooperate with 
them for mutual advantage. 

Our foreign aid programs are in line 
with this commonsense, except in one 
respect. 

We have helped our friends abroad to 
our mutual advantage. I have always 
favored this as long as no scoop shovel 
approach was employed. 

But I believe we have been misguided 
in throwing away our hard-earned sub
stance in the vain hope of converting 
Communist regimes, such as those in Yu
goslavia and Poland, to our way of life. 

To get somebody to do the right thing 
one does not reward him for doing the -
wrong thing. That, too, is common
sense, it seems to me. 

A CRITICAL DECADE AHEAD 

If we are going to overcome the prob
lems posed by international communism, 
the opportunities of space exploration, 
the perils of fiscal irresponsibility, and 
inflation at home, and the threats to 
liberty both international and domestic
in short, if we are going to face square
ly the challenges of the sixties, we must 
use our system of economic and political 
freedom, as it is the greatest asset we 
possess. We must unleash the strength 
of a growing economy, mobilized by the 
dynamic force of individuals making 
their own decisions. We must adhere to 
a philosophy which exalts the individ
ual. We must appeal to an energetic, 
optimistic, enterprising people. 

The decisions of the next decade are 
going to do much to reshape the world 

as we know it and as our children and 
their children will know it. Never has 
civilization been so much on trial. 

I am confident that, while the chal
lenges are very great, we shall be equal 
to the job. Together with men of good 
will everywhere, we can go forward and 
bring to practical fulfillment the bright 
promise of this new decade. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator is dis
cussing the menace of communism to the 
world and to our Nation. About 3 years 
ago the Supreme Court invalidated the 
law which gave to the Secretary of State 
the ability to deny passports to known 
Communists. The Secretary of State 
feels that a new law is necessary, which 
law will vest in him, in accordance with 
the pronouncement of the Supreme 
Court, some power to deny the issuance 
of passports to Communists in the United 
States who wish to visit Communist 
Russia. 

The request has been pending for 2 
years. Bills have been pending which 
would vest that power in the Secretary, 
No action has been taken. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
from New Hampshire was on the floor 
yesterday morning when I discussed 
this subject. I merely wish to state that 
with all the declarations about what leg
islation is vital to be passed in this 
month, it seems to me we ought to give 
attention to the need for a law to give to 
the Secretary of State the power to deny 
passports to avowed Communists who, 
with practical certainty, wish to go to the 
Kremlin to deliver information there 
which they think will be of help to the 
Kremlin and of harm to us. 

I should like to have the Senator's 
comment in that regard. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I agree with the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio. I think 
that measure should have top priority 
in the actions of the Congress. 

I am rather shocked and amazed to 
think that in the months which have 
passed-in the years, even, which have 
passed-we have had no action on this 
measure. I think it is deplorable. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Yesterday I stated, 

and I repeat tonight, that hearings were 
conducted early in 1959 on those bills. 
Only a couple of organizations came be
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and testified against the proposal. One 
was the Communist League of the United 
States. Through their supreme ruler, 
they presented the argument that no law 
should be passed impeding the right to 
travel. The second was an alleged vet
erans' association of New York. I ques
tioned their commander as to how many 
members they had and what dues were 
paid, and an examination of the record 
will indicate there were elusive answers. 
To me it was nothing but an organization 
on paper. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator. 
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Mr. LAUSCHE. There was a third 
organization which appeared. I shall 
not identify it at this time. 

Those were the agencies which said no 
such law should be passed. 

A year and a half has elapsed and still 
we have done nothing about the situa
tion. It seems to me that this is a vital 
piece of business confronting us, espe
cially when we consider the great pub
licity which is going to be given to the 
Powers trial. We sleep. We do nothing. 
We give encouragement to propagandize 
and to indulge in subversive activities 
in our country, and then, if I may put it 
that way, on our knees we give these 
Communists passports. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I agree with the dis
tinguished Senator. I wish there were 
more great American patriots like the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio. This 
country and the free world would be 
better off. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

I direct attention to this item because 
I think we shall commit a serious error 
if we believe that the subject is incon
sequential and that we need not take care 
of it, and let another 2 years go by while 
subversive actors are moving about un
disturbed and uncontrolled. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator 
for his comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. What is the 
pleasure of the Senate? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE!t. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND
MENTS OF 1960 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill (S. 3758) to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, to provide coverage for em
ployees of large enterprises engaged in 
retail trade or service and of other em
ployers engaged in activities affecting 
commerce, to increase the minimum 
wage under the act to $1.25 an hour, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, some 
reference has been made today by var
ious speakers to the effect that I pro
pose to offer an amendment to the pend
ing measure, S. 3758. I am not ready 
to ask that that amendment be made 
the pending business, because I wish to 
defer to members of the committee who 
are handling the proposed legislation, if 
any of them wish to offer any amend
ments first. 

However, there has been a request 
from several Senators to know about the 
provisions of my amendment. I there
fore ask unanimous consent that it may 
be printed in full in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks. The 
amendment has been lying on the table 
and is designated "8-10-60-L." 

There being no objection, the text of 
the amendment was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

On page 3, beginning with the colon 1n line 
10, strike out through the word '"establish
ments" in line 24. 

On page 4, beginning with line 4, strike 
out through line 17' on page 5, and insert 
the following: 

"{t) 'Enterprise engaged in an activity 
affecting commerce' means an enterprise en
gaged in such an activity, which is in the 
business of operating a street, suburban, or 
interurban electric railway, or local trolley 
or motorbus carrier.". 

On page 7, lines 6 and 7, strike out "{1), 
{2), or {3) or in an establishment described 
in section S{t) {4) or {5) ". 

On page 13,lines 13 and 14, strike out "{1), 
{2), or {3), or in an establishment described 
in section 3{t) {4)". 

On page 17, beginning with line 8, strike 
out through line 22 on page 18 and insert 
the following: 

" { 1) any employee employed in a bona fide 
executive, administrative, professional, or 
local retaillng capacity, or in the capacity of 
outside salesman {as such terms are defined 
and delimited by regulations of the Secretary 
of Labor, subject to the provisions of the 
Administrative Procedure Act); or 

"{2) any employee employed by any retail 
or service establishment, more than 50 per 
centum of which establishment's annual 
dollar volume of sales of goods or services 
is made within the State in which the estab
lishment is located. A 'retail or service 
establishment' shall mean an establishment 
75 per centum of whose annual dollar volume 
of sales of goods or services {or of both) is 
not for resale and is recognized as retail sales 
or services in the particular industry; or 

"{3) any employee employed by any estab
lishment engaged in laundering, cleaning or 
repairing clothing or fabrics, more than 50 
per centum of which establishment's annual 
dollar volume of sales of such services is made 
within the State in which the establishment 
is located: Provided, That 75 per centum of 
such establishment's annual dollar volume 
of sales of such services is made to customers 
who are not engaged in a mining, manufac
turing, transportation, or communications 
business; or". 

Amend the title so as to read: "A blll to 
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 
as amended, to provide coverage for certain 
employees engaged in activities affecting 
commerce, to increase the minimum wage 
under the Act to $1.25 an hour, and for other 
purposes." 

Mr. HOLLAND._ Mr. President, for the 
clarification of the RECORD, and because 
the proposed legislation is so complex 
that it is rather difficult to follow the 
various points in the amendment, I wish 
to make it very clear that the amendment 
which I propose is to reenact without any 
change whatever the exemption given 
under existing law, as adopted in 1949, 
to retail establishments and to service 
establishments regarded under that 
amendment as intrastate business or 
business operating within State lines in 
the main. 

There is only one additional concept 
which is included in my amendment to 
the exemption adopted in 1949 and now 
in the existing law, and that is that .I 
propose to add the provision that the 
exemption and the law be subject to the 
provisions of the Administrative Pro
cedure Act, which, I understand, was 
suggested by the committee. . 

With that amendment included in the 
REcoRD for the reading of all Senators 

who may be interested, I have nothing 
further to say, uriless some Senators wish 
to ask me some questions. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes; I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I heard the Senator's 
description of what his amendment 
would do. In the 1949 law, were the 
intrastate industries which the Senator 
has in mind specifically exempted from 
the law? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes and no. While 
not exempted by name, they were in
cluded under a description made so 
clear in the exemption that there could 
be no question whatever as to whether 
they were exempted. The wording, 
substantially, was this: Employees and 
businesses primarily engaged in busi
ness within State lines and in the retail 
trade to such an extent that a major
ity of their business was within the 
State, or in service industries under 
the same conditions, were exempted from 
the provision of the law. I may say to 
my distinguished friend from Ohio that 
that is exactly the same exemption that 
was intended to be included in the orig
inal act, passed by Congress in 1938. 
But the language in that act was not as 
strong as the language which we adopted 
in 1949. Because of the inadequacy of 
that language, various court decisions 
had operated so as to cut down the ex
emptions, and various administrative 
regulations had gone still further. Vari
ous people who were intended to be ex
empted under the original law found 
themselves subjected to it. Therefore, 
the amendment of 1949 was merely a 
clarification and a clearer statement of 
the precise exemption, without any 
change from what was intended to be 
enacted when the original law was 
enacted. 

My amendment proposes a reenact
ment of that same exemption, with only 
one addition, and that is to make the law 
subject to the provisions of the Admin
istrative Procedure Act. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. If there is a business 
within a State, with the major part of 
its operations being intrastate, as dis
tinguished from interstate, then the law 
would not apply. Is that correct? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. There has been no trouble under 
that exemption or that statement of ex
emption; whereas under the statement 
of what was thought to be the identical 
exemption contained in the 1938 act the 
situation was such that there was much 
trouble under it, both by reason of court 
decisions and administrative rulings. I 
do not have to tell the distinguished 
Senator, who has been the Governor of 
his great State for five terms, that there 
are bureaus and agencies of government 
which like to extend their authority by 
administrative rulings. Tbat is the 
situation we have encountered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is my understanding 
correct, -then, that the purpose of the 
1938 enactment and the 1949 enactment 
was not to subject to regulation those 
businesses the major part of whose op
erations dealt with purely intrastate 
affairs? 
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Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator has 

completely and clearly stated the purport 
of the amendment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it the Senator's 
position that the bill pending before the 
Senate contemplates changing the 1938 
and 1949 purpose of the law? 

Mr. HOLLAND. It certainly does. It 
changes it very materially, and includes 
such provisions as would make it pos
sible, either under the proposed act or 
other acts following the same philosophy, 
to completely destroy intrastate business 
as the Senator and I have known it. 

I may say, before the Senator from 
Ohio takes his seat, that I have spoken 
of this as my amendment. I was joined 
in offering this amendment in 1949 by 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] and the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT]. Both of them have hon
ored me by joining me again as cospon
sors. The other two sponsors at that 
time are not now, unfortunately, in 
the Senate. But I am being joined by 
the distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER], who was a mem
ber of the committee and of the com
mittee of conference at the time the 
original bill was passed, and who feels 
very keenly about this matter; and also 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], who is thor
oughly conversant with the whole chain 
of circumstances which I have men
tioned. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under
stand that in 1949, an effort was made to 
change the law of 1938, and the amend
ment of the Senator from Florida being 
successful, it precluded the change from 
being adopted? 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct. I 
am sorry to have to tell the Senator from 
Ohio that the committee then, just as 
our committee now-the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare-reported a 
bill which attempted to widen greatly 
the coverage of the bill and to do sub
stantially what is proposed in the pres
ent bill. The debate on the matter was 
extensive, and the Senate, at that time, 
by a majority of more than two to one, 
upheld my amendment and adopted it. 
It upheld the philosophy of the 1938 
act and restated it in firmer form, reject
ing the effort of the committee to 
broaden the coverage of the act and to 
destroy, for all practicable purposes, in
trastate business as the Senator from 
Ohio and I have always known it during 
our practice as lawyers. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I un
derstand the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia wishes to be recognized. 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, we 
have lis tended this afternoon to several 
Senators who have indicated that the 
enactment of the proposed legislation 
would adversely affect the economy of 
the United States. 

Approximately 24 million workers in 
the United States are now covered by the 
provisions of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, the original act of 1938 having been 
amended from time to time. Approxi
mately 20 million workers within the 

United States are not covered by the 
present provisions of the wage and hour 
law. 

Perhaps it is important that we think 
interms of what the $1.25 minimum 
would mean. It was charged earlier to
day that to raise the present wage from 
$1 to $1.25, running over a period of 3 
years, would be inflationary. It is im
portant, I think, to consider why the 
members of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare thought the figure of 
$1.25 an hour was a valid one. I know 
that my beloved friend, the senior Sen
ator from Florida [SPESSARD HOLLAND], is 
always interested in obtaining all the 
facts concerning legislation. 

I recall the testimony of Stanley H. 
Ruttenberg, director of research for the 
AFL-CIO, in which he gave a very lucid 
statement, buttressed with figures and 
facts, indicating that the $1.25, which is 
proposed in the bill, is not an unrealis
tic figure, but is a figure which is based 
upon study and reasoning, and which, 
very frankly, provides a measure of gen
uine justice to the workers in the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in my 
remarks certain statements which were 
made during the hearings by Mr. Rut
tenberg, and which go to the very heart 
of the controversy which was raised 
earlier today by the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. GoLDWATER] as to how we 
could pluck out of the air, as it were, the 
figure of $1.25 an hour. Why was it not 
$1.40 an hour, or some other figure? 
There are three real reasons why we be
lieve the present economy, the current 
gross national productivity, and the de
velopment of our system of industry, 
commerce, and business make the $1.25 
an hour a realistic figure. I ask unani
mous consent that only those portions of 
Mr. Ruttenberg's statement relating to 
the specific subject which was raised 
earlier today be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Now as to the reasons for selecting the 
$1.25, both Senator GOLDWATER and Senator 
PROUTY have raised a question as to why pick 
the $1 .25 as against any other figure. 

I guess one can't very well do anything 
except what appears to be politically feasible. 
Certainly, $1.25 is inadequate in terms of any 
base you want to use, but it is interesting 
to examine the basis for it if one wanted to 
justify it on the grounds other than that it 
is necessary to meet minimum standards of 
living and necessary to eliminate poverty 
and destitution and to really improve living 
standards for the people. 

One could justify it on the same basis 
which the Senate Labor Committee justified 
the increase to $1 an hour in 1955. In the 
report of 1955 from this committee there was 
a justification for the $1 minimum being 
raised at that time from 75 cents. What was 
done was to take the cost of living from the 
time of the previous increase, to the time 
of the one in 1955, and also to take the gen
eral trend of productivity in the economy as a 
whole and not in any particular industry 
because nobody is claiming this ought to be 
done in relation to the minimum wage, but 
what is done is to show the minimum wage 
should bear some general r~lationship to the 
movement of the economy as a whole. 

So, in 1955 the committee did come up 
with a figure showing that the cost of living 
between 1949 and 1955 had gone up 14 per
cent; productivity had gone up some 20 
percent. 

When they applied both of these factors 
to the 75-cent minimum, the committee's 
report comes out with a figure of $1.027':! and 
so they say we will raise it to $1. 

Using this test and applying it now, you 
come out at about $1.25 because the cost of 
living increase since the 1955 increase went 
into effect has been 8 percent, and the in
crease in productivity, if we take the gen
eral trend of productivity advance as esti
mated by the Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, as included in the Presi
dent's Economic Report in January 1958, the 
general trend has been between 3.4 and 3.9 
percent productivity increase, per year. 

Senator KENNEDY. This percentage rise in 
productivity was not characteristic of the 
past 5 years, was it? 

Mr. RUTTENBERG. If you took the years 
1957 and 1958 when the economy began to 
operate at considerably less than capacity, 
the productivity rise was considerably less. 

Senator KENNEDY. How about the period 
from the end of the Korean war. I don't 
think you would find an increase of 3.5 per
cent in productivity per year, would you? 

Mr. RUTTENBERG. The general trend from 
1947 to 1956 was between 3.4 and 3.9 per
cent for the private economy, depending on 
which measure of productivity you used. 

Senator KENNEDY. You took the period 
from 1954 to 1958 which included the Ko
rean war. I don't think your average would 
be 3.75 percent in a period excluding the war. 

Mr. RUTTENBERG. It excluded the Korean 
war. 

Senator KENNEDY. I wouldn't think that 
taking the period from 1947 to 1950 with the 
recession of 1949 that you would have any
thing near this 3.75 percent rise in produc
tivity. You wouldn't have anything like the 
rise we observed from 1955 to 1958. 

Mr. RUTTENBERG. Well, here is a table in 
appendix F which is attached to my state
ment and which is based from the Depart
ment of Labor report as presented to the 
Joint Economic Committee of the Congress. 

It shows that, with 1947-49 equal to a hun
dred, you come up through 1950 and have a 
10-percent rise over 1948. You come on up 
through 1957 and you get a 32-percent rise. 

Nine years on 32 percent gives you roughly 
3¥2 percent, and this is the index of real 
productivity of man-hours for the total pri
vate economy. 

Senator KENNEDY. You say that the 1957-
58 figures went up 1 percent. You figure 
from 1930 to 1958, and the first quarter of 
1959, you will have an 8-percent increase? 

Mr. RuTTENBERG. Yes. Ewan Clague, Com
missioner of Labor Statistics, has appeared 
before the Joint Economic Committee and 
pointed out what the facts are. The year 
after we come out of any recession as in 
1949-50, as we can see by this table or as we 
can see as we came out of the 1954 recession, 
the year 1954-55, there is usually a very sub
stantial rise, and if I recall correctly, this rise 
out of the 1949-50 recession was about 7 to 
8 percent; the rise out of the 1954-55 reces
sion was about 47':! percent, and it is esti
mated that the current rise may well be sub
stantially above that because of the great 
expenditures for plants and equipment which 
took place in 1955, 1956, and 1957. 

It is estimated that the productivity rise 
moving into 1959 will bring us well back to 
the trend which we departed from on a down
slide because of the recession in 1957-58. 

I think it is quite reasonable to assume 
that the figure of 3.4 to 3.9, the long-term 
postwar rate in productivity could be applied 
now and if it were applied, you will see by 
the calculations on page 17 of my statement 
that you will come up with a figure of be
tween $1.237':! and $1.26 and, roughly, the 
midpoint is about $1.25. 
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It is interesting to note, of course, if you 

wanted to carry this further, that the pro
ductivity figure used in the committee's re
port of 1955 was 20 percent. 

If one looks at what has actually developed 
with the figures that have been published 
since this report, the actual productivity rise 
was 24.2 percent instead of the 20 percent 
used by the committee. 

If one had used 24.2 percent, the overage 
over the $1 minimum, it would have been 
about 6 cents and not the 2 cents. So that 
fits in and we get this figure. If you applied 
this back, it could move on up to $1.3Q
$1.31, on the basis of the same analysis used 
by the committee in 1955. 

I don't want to belabor that point any 
further. 

I think the next general problem noted on 
page 19 of my statement is the question of 
the movement of the general wages and the 
movement of the minimum wage, and at the 
top of page 20 is an interesting little table 
that I think would be well to have in mind. 

Let's take 1949. The average hourly pay 
was $1.40. This is for production workers 
in manufacturing. The minimum wage at 
that time was 75 cents, and the gap there 
between this wage and the minimum was 
65 cents. 

By March of 1959, the average wage was 
up to $2.21. The minimum is $1. The gap 
between the minimum and the general wage 
is $1.21. 

Now if you actually brought the minimum 
up only to $1.25, the gap would stm be 96 
cents, which is considerably more than the 
gap was in 1949. 

I would like now to deal in the remaining 
time with the concept of the cost of this 
$1.25 minimum. It has been estimated by 
the Department of Labor that the total cost 
of raising the $1 minimum and extending 
coverage would be $2.9 billion, the total cost 
to the economy. 

This figure is based principally on data 
more than a year old. In the past year, as 
we can see merely from these recent stories 
in the Wall Street Journal and elsewhere, 
such as this story which says the wood 
furniture makers have raised their minimum 
to $1.25 because of the talk in Congress of 
the rise in the minimum, wages have risen 
for some low-wage workers. 

The same is true of the textile industry, 
for almost the entire textile industry in the 
South has moved to the $1.25 minimum in 
anticipation of the Congress acting. 

As a result of these and other wage move
ments which the $2.9 billion figure has not 
taken into consideration, we figure the total 
cost would be much closer to $2.5 billion, 
probably even a little less than that; but, 
using the $2.5 blllion or even using $2.9 
billion if one wanted to use it, the relation
ship of this to the total value of goods and 
services produced in the economy, which is 
running in the neighborhood of $460 to 
$480 billion by the end of the year, is a little 
more than one-half of 1 percent of the tcital 
of the gross national product. If you relate 
the $2.5 billion to the total wage and sal
ary bill of the country, which is roughly 
about $260 billion, it is less than 1 cent out 
of every dollar on the payroll to raise the 
minimum to $1.25 and extend the coverage 
as S. 1046 does. 

That becomes, it seems to me, a relatively 
minimal cost to pay for such a tremendously 
important move to improve the living stand
ards and the wage level of the very lowest 
paid workers in the Nation. 

I wm skip over, if I might, to the problem 
of inflation. 

The argument has been used repeatedly 
and it was raised again this morning that 
the increase in the minimum to $1.25 might 
be inflationary on the economy. 

I think one has to keep in mind some 
important considerations here. In addition 

to those I have already mentioned, there 
are one or two more. 

The $2.5 billion or $2 .9 billion cost of the 
$1.25 minimum would be less than 1 cent 
out of every dollar of payroll and would be 
roughly about a little more than one-half 
of 1 percent of the total gross national 
product. 

This is assuming that, if there is no ab
sorption whether the increased cost as a 
result of productivity or anything else, then 
the total increase in price cannot be in excess 
of one-half to three-quarters of 1 percent 
as it relates to the total gross national prod
uct. 

I think there is an important cons~deration 
here to keep in mind. I might say this was 
noted very clearly by the staff report done 
for this committee several years ago by Dr. 
Fred Blum and other recent surveys done by 
Professor Brinker out in Oklahoma, the re
sults of which were printed in the Monthly 
Labor Review. They point out that wage in
creases required in the very low paid indus
tries stimulates those low-paid industries 
to improve their efficiency, a stimulation 
they do not otherwise have. This study made 
in Oklahoma and which I refer to on page 24 
of my statement, finds that, and I will just 
quote the one sentence from the summary 
article in the Monthly Labor Review, in Sep
tember of 1957. 

"The firms paying below $1 an hour showed 
a better record of employment than the firms 
already paying all employees over $1." The 
firms paying below $1 an hour were stimu
lated to increase production more, add more 
machinery and increase efficiency. 

In other words, the lowest paying firms 
were able to absorb the increase from 75 
cents to $1 because they were pressed into 
improvin~ their own efficiency. 

One must take that into consideration 
when you are talking about the total cost 
of the $2 Y2 billion and whether this will 
automatically be transplanted over into the 
economy to increase prices by that total 
amount because, obviously, the whole will 
not be passed on because there is this spe
cific Incentive to improve their efficiency. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
have the feeling that ofttimes Senators 
may fail to digest a voluminous hearing, 
such as we have had on this bill. But if 
tomorrow morning, perhaps, an oppor
tunity is given them to read the remarks 
which I am making briefly this evening
if I can, in other words, focus attention 
on this subject without attempting 
simply to present one side, but to give 
the colloquy which took place between 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY] and Mr. Ruttenberg-! believe 
it would be of some value. 

It is my considered judgment-! speak 
not in any manner of determination be
yond simply my own very real convic
tion-that the passage of the Senate bill, 
the Senate bill then being sent to con
ference with the House, so that the pre
viously passed measure of that body may 
be considered with the action of this 
body, and then the adoption of a con
ference report and the passage of legisla
tion which can go to the President, and 
I hope receive his approval, would be in 
the interest of the people of the United 
States and would advance the general 
welfare. 

RECESS 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 58 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
August 12, 1960, at 12 o'clock meridian. 
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Harrell, John W., Jr., 8887A. 
Harrington, George E., 5948A. 
Harrington, Robert E., 9818A. 
Harris, William B., 8059A. 
Hauser, Elmer F., 9073A. 
Hawkens, Edward A., 6287A. 
Hawkins, William B., Jr., 8110A. 
Haywood, Floyd H., Jr., 9667A. 
Hedrick, Walter R., Jr., 935SA. 
Helmantoler, Willis L., 9537A. 
Hemphill, Robert F., 8824A. 

Herring, John H., Jr., 8800A. 
Herrington, John A., 6693A. 
Heuer, Henry J., 299·5A. 
Hicks, Roger L., Jr., 8844A. 
Higgins, Fred J., 20019A. 
Hill, Robert J., 7284A. 
Hinkel, George M., 9402A. 
Hippenstiel, Charles R., 6967A. 
Hoeper, Paul E ., 8703A. 
Hogan, Henry L., 3d, 10151A. 
Holbury, Robert J., 9893A. 
Holderness, Arthur W., Jr., 10095A. 
Hollick, Thomas C., 3304A. 
Holsclaw, Gerald R ., 485-0A. 
Holub, Richard C. A. , 10022A. 
Hood, John R., Jr., 7800A. 
Hostler, Charles W., 8567A. 
House, Richard A., 8904A. 
Hovde, William J., 9836A. 
Howe, Charles W .• 9162A. 
Howes, Francis B., Jr., 8231A . 
Rozier, George C., 8879A. 
Hudson, John B., 10174A. 
Hughel, George K., H514A. 
Hughes, Charles E., 9242A. 
Hughes, George D., 8921A. 
Hughes, Jack W., 1790A. 
Hughes, Robert B., 7319A. 
Humphres, Earl C., 7219A. 
Hunn, Spencer S., 9442A. 
Hunsaker, Ben W., 7241A. 
Hunter, William A., 8623A. 
Huntley, William H., Jr., 8188A. 
Hutchens, David D., 9895A. 
Hutchison, Jacob A., 8141A. 
Jack, Wllliam A., 10074A. 
Jackson, Edgar R., Jr., 18106A. 
Jantzen, Charles D., 4985A. 
Jarnagin, James L., 3390A. 
Jella, Leonard L., 7346A. 
Jenkins, Ralph C., 8533A. 
John, Ernest F., 10075A. 
Johnson, Frank E., 7974A. 
Johnson, George M., Jr., 8810A. 
Johnson, Gerald W., 8671A. 
Johnson, James T., 9094A. 
Johnson, Leland W., 7401A. 
Johnston, George H., 8311A. 
Jolly, David C., 8196A. 
Jones, Allen N ., Jr., 5862A. 
Jones, David C., 9887A. 
Jones, John J ., 6452A. 
Jones, Waldo B., 7060A. 
Keck, James M., 10122A. 
Keefer, William E., 8366A. 
Keilman, Myron H., 5020A. 
Kellogg, David N., 8687A. 
Kelly, Clyde R., 9613A. 
Kelly, Converse B., 8060A. 
Kelly, Robert L., 9153A. 
King, Benjamin H .. 9574A. 
King, Charles W., 32898A. 
King, William G., Jr., 8356A. 
Kinney, George W., 7865A. 
Kirby, Robert L., 7965A. 
Kirkendall, James F., 9092A. 
Knight, Archie J., 6320A. 
Koser, Jack D., 75-0SA. 
Kreidler, Howard E., 9177A. 
Kronauer, Clifford J., Jr., 7750A. 
Kruge, William A., 6728A. 
Kucheman, Henry B., Jr., 8353A. 
Kullman, John R., 10171A. 
Kurz, Albert A., 8249A. 
Lamarre, Francis H., 6310A. 
Lamm, Louis J., 8612A. 
Lancaster, Hartwell C ., 8681A. 
Langdale, Robert H., 7782A. 
Latshaw, Joseph B., Jr., 4897A. 
Layhee, Harold F., 9198A. 
Ledbetter, Henry F., Jr., 7804A. 
Ledford, Otto C., 7590A. 
Lewis, Charles D., 7708A. 
Lewis, Lawrence L., 2955A. 
Lisack, John P., 9358A. 
Lockard, Chancy H., 8829A. 
Long, Maurice G., 9423A. 
Low, AndrewS., Jr., 8890A. 
Lowe, Jessup D., 9807A. 
Lozito, Vincent J., 10012A. 
Lund, Harold G., 5258A. 
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Lyman, Lawrence R., 9511A. 
Lynch, Robert J ., 8988A. 
Lyon, Aubrey G., 9499A. 
MacDonald, William R.10019A. 
MacKay, Neill C., 8266A. 
Madsen, Frank M., Jr., 9991A. 
Mallett, John H., 8742A. 
Malone, Frank C., 7910A. 
Maloney, RobertS., Jr., 9771A. 
Marchesi, William, 8486A. 
Marshall, Winton W., 9999A. 
Marthens, George W., 2d, 5621A. 
Martin, John L., Jr., 7556A. 
Martin, Lloyd J., 8282A. 
Martin, Maurice L., 10158A. 
Martin, Sherman F., 9963A. 
Matson, Wayne, 8632A. 
Maxwell, Jewell c., 8393A. 
May, Lowell E., 9338A. 
McBride, William V., 10077A. 
McCord, George E., 8642A. 
McCoskrie, Roland K., 9534A. 
McCullough, William E., 6404A. 
McGibeny, Arthur D., 5623A. 
McGough, Edward A., 3d, 9819A. 
McLean, Daniel P ., 8484A. 
McPherson, Donald G., 6226A. 
McRaven, Claude C., 8269A. 
Meek, Arthur M., 9505A. 
Merrill, Charles T., 8204A. 
Merrill, Wood:cow T., 6446A. 
Messenger, Lester C., 4630A. 
Meyer, Robert J., 8704A. 
Mikolowski, Edward, 9121A. 
Miller, Edwin M., 6860A. 
Miller, Jean B., Jr., 9477A. 
Miller, Lester F., 9004A. 
Mistrot, Joseph F., 9407A. 
Mitchell, Robert H., 9091A. 
Mixon, Carmel A., 6116A. 
Mixson, Marlon C., 8339A. 
Moon, Ryan M., 8846A. 
Moore, Hugh C., 5048A. 
Moreland, Charles T., Jr., 8842A. 
Morris, Frederick E., Jr., 9166A. 
Morrison, John E., Jr., 8459A. 
Mullaney, Dapiel p., 7356A. 
Mumford, Harry G., 5105A. 
Murphy, John R., 8944A. 
Murphy, Paul C., 6140A. 
Myers, Joseph, 8661A . . 
Napier, John G., 8118A. 
Neal, John R., 9268A. 
Neece, Richard D., Jr., 8147A. 
Nell, Charles V., 8258A. 
Nelander, Frederick J., 7776A. 
Nettles, Jess, 5656A 
Newman, Fred H., 8701A. 
Newman, Neil A., 3847A. 
Nicholas, Jack D., 3283A. 
Nichols, Edward M., Jr., 7805A. 
Nichols, Frederick K., 8444A. 
Nielsen, Melvin J., 7808A. 
Nielsen, William C., 8369A. 
Nix, William E., 5098A. 
Nolan, Robert J., 8362A. 
Norman, William R., 5732A. 
Norton, Carl R., 9334A. 
Nunziato, Ralph J., 8750A. 
Nye, Francis W., 8418A. 
Nye, Richard S., 6590A. 
Nye, Robert M., 8125A. 
O'Connor, Squire T., 9098A. 
Oder, Frederic C. E., 7684.A. 
Oglesby, Herbert W., 9309A. 
O'Hern, Luther, 6625A. 
Oholendt, Gene F., 10057A. 
Olds, Robin, 10128A. 
Oliver, Robert R., 5967A. 
Olson, Royce G., 7714A. 
Omohundro, Thomas T., 8057A. 
Orr, Daniel B., 4936A. 
Orr, George W., 9480A. 
Orwat, NormanS., 9489A. 
Owen, James C., 9399A. 
Owens, Harris R., 6098A. 
Pafiel, Donald W., 9074A. 
Palfrey, Campbell, Jr., 8892A. 
Parker, Clarence S., 9346A. 
Parker, Van R., 6701A. 
Parsons, Hershell E., 8641A. 
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Parsons, Samuel P., 8198A. 
Paxton, Heyward A., Jr., 9980A. 
Payne, Kenneth J., 95SSA. 
Payne, Roger B., 5493A. 
Peck, Douglas M., 7834A. 
Pedone, Vito S., 9109A. 
Pepitone, Byron V., 9034A. 
Perry, Lucius A., Jr., 7317A. 
Peters, Charles K., 10068A. 
Peterson, Chesley G., 9383A. 
Peterson, Marshall R., Jr., 9163A. 
Petty, Morris E., 9516A. 
Phillips, Samuel C., 8981A. 
Pitts, William F., 9796A. 
Pitts, Younger A., Jr., 9805A. 
Powell, Ellsworth A., 32907 A. 
Prodgers, John D., 7976A. 
Radetsky, Harold A., 8055A. 
Raebel, James B., 9017A. 
Ramm.e, Ernest L., 6360A. 
Ray, Wilbur R., 6383A. 
Reber, Carl J., 9526A. 
Reddell, William H ., 8874A. 
Reecher, Kenneth A., 8656A. 
Regan, John M., 8539A. 
Reinbold, Richard D., 8927A. 
Re.ineck, Rollin C., 8996A. 
Reynolds, Andrew J., 7693A. 
Riggs, William E., 8499A. 
Ritchie, William D., 8076A. 
Riva, Daniel F., 8061A. 
Roache, Clarence E., Jr., 7318A. 
Robbins, Carl W., Jr., 6055A. 
Roberton, Eddie J., Jr., 8070A. 
Roberts, Sam A., 8254A. 
Robinson, William B., 9048A. 
Rochez, Louis A., 3d, 9602A. 
Rogers, Carleton W., 7101A. 
Rogers, Felix M., 10067A. 
Rogers, Woods W., Jr., 6921A. 
Rohr, Louis W., 7436A. 
Rosenthal, Herbert, 7484A. 
Ross, John S., 5782A. 
Ruddell, George I., 8826A. 
Sanders, Harry G., 8294A. 
Satterwhite, Albert W., 9152A. 
Sauer, Robert R., 8072A. 
Scarbrough, Ben A., 7799A. 
Scepansky, Joe T., 7879A. 
Schaal, William R., 8232A. 
Schleeh, Russell E., 8435A. 
Schneider, Albert H., 7598A. 
Schoggen, Elmer G., 4908A. 
Schultz, Kenneth W., 9096A. 
Schultz, Melvin R., 8841A. 
Schwellenbach, Thomas W., 9551A. 
Scott, Richard M., 8948A. 
Scurlock, Reagan A., 6978A. 
Searles, Dewitt R., 9907 A. 
Seith, Lou1s T., 9756A. 
Service, Robert H., 7725A. 
Roberts, Ben H., 8326A. 
Robertson, Philip 0., 8306A. 
Robinson, William C., 7657A. 
Sewell, Virgil R., 10083A. 
Shaefer, Richard F., 10096A. 
Shanklin, William F., 6120A. 
Shealy, William T., 5662A. 
Shelton, William M., 7303A. 
Sherman, Lenard, 7988A. 
Shields, Benjamin B., 7371A. 
Shiely, Albert R., Jr., 10106A. 
Shifirin, Benjamin H., 6203A. 
Shook, Harold G., 8151A. · 
Sianis, Pete C., 7945A. 
Simler, George B., 9236A. 
Slocum, Paul J., 8074A. 
Slocumb, Clyde B., Jr., 7848A. 
Small, Arthur, 8052A. 
Smith, Gerald T., 7211A. 
Smith, William K., 8002A. 
Smith, William R., 8410A. 
Snavely, William W., 10177A. 
Sorey, Robert L., 8401A. 
Sorte, Martin E., 8278A. 
Sowers, Louis M., 4879A. 
Spivey, Paulett, 4589A. 
Stanley, Ralph w., 6926A. 
Stanton, Carroll L., 7530A. 
Stattler, Cornelius J., .Jr., 5379A. 
Steakley, Ralph D., 8241A. 

Stephens, Allen W., 7309A. 
Stevenson, Horace A., Jr., 8786A. 
Stewart, James T., 8692A. 
Stoney, Paul R., 9083A. 
Stuart, Joseph A., Jr., 9828A. 
Stubbs, Gall L., 9491A. 
Suggs, Ralph G., 8409A. 
Summers, Thomas B., 3840A. 
Sutton, John L., 5729A. 
Swanke, Edwin A., 7428A. 
Sweat, DaleS., 10190A. 
Tainsh, Alexander S., 8068A. 

- Talbott, Carlos M., 9853A. 
Talmant, Alex W., 9082A. 
Tanberg, Lawrence F., 8286A. 
Tatum, Theodore P., 8772A. 
Taylor, Fitz G., 8335A. 
Taylor, Joe D., 6985A. 
Taylor, John P., 8381A. 
Taylor, Ralph G., Jr., 8660A. 
Taylor, Willis J., 4539A. 
Telzrow, Thomas E., 7954A. 
Temple, Kenneth L., 8529A. 
Teubner, Harold C., 8145A. 
Thabault, George B., 6457A. 
Theisen, Emmett J., 8225A. 
Thomas, George 0., 5552A. 
Tilley, Reade F., 9496A. 
Todd, Robert F., 7777A. 
Tosti, Carlo R., 8871A. 
Townsend, Barry B., 6847A. 
Townsend, Guy M., 8840A. 
Trail, Charles D., 7961A. 
Triantafellu, Rockly, 9504A. 
Turner, IDram G., Jr., 9784A. 
Turner, Vernon R., 10145A. 
Tyler, MorganS., Jr., 7923A. 
Uhrich, George A., 8064A. 
Upchurch, Jerry E., 8715A. 
Upson, Linus F., Jr., 8650A. 
Vanvliet, Charles T., 6200A. 
Vestal, Howard L., 8668A. 
Vetter, Fred W., Jr., 9719A. 
Vivian, Edward A., 8361A. 
Vogt, John W., Jr., 8709A. 
Walck, Richard E., 8761A. 
Walker, Roy R., 5846A. 
Wallace, Albert L., Jr., 4806A. 
Wallace, James H., 5516A. 
Walling, Robert J., 9829A. 
Walters, Therwin S., 8827A. 
Waltz, Robert W., 9672A. 
Weart, GeorgeS., 9789A. 
Weaver, Frederick, 5820A. 
Weddle, Owen A., 9019A. 
Welch, Darrell G., 7934.A. 
Welch, James E., 7629A. 
Welch, Rupert C., 7666A. 
Weltzin, Richard F., 8187A. 
West, Howard B., 7503A. 
Westbrook, Jasper A., 7987A. 
Wetzel, Albert J., 7380A. 
Whidden, Jack D., 4632A. 
White, Harold C., 19570A. 
White, Jack C., 7816A. 
White, Joe R., 7651A. 
White, Richard D., 5728A. 
Whitfield, Joe M., 9110A. 
Whitmire, James M., Jr., 8243A. 
Whitmore, Robert A., 9031A. 
Wilkins, Charles H., 4923A. 
Wilkinson, Richard G., 7745A. 
Williams, David M., 9558A. 
Williams, George P., 9141A. 
Williams. George V ., 7733A. 
Williams, Jack W., 7743A. 
Williams, John G., 7267A. 
Wilson, John M., 5997A. 
Wilson, Louis L., Jr., 9803A. 
Wimsatt, Joseph F., 8699A. 
Winn, Chasteen G., Jr., 9307A. 
Wiseman, Lee V., 9237A. 
Wood, Thomas D., 5798A. 
Woods, Robert A., 3812A. 
Woodward, Paul B., 8897A. 
Wooten, Edward D., 9352A. 
Worcester, William J., 51695A. 
Worrell, Rowland H., Jr., S2888A. 
Worthman, Paul E., 7324A. 
Wright, Frank E., 78SSA. 
Yandoh, Thomas R., 9513A. 
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Young, Hugh D., 9125A. 
Yount, Barton K., Jr., 9834A. 
Zink, Harry J., 9262A. 

· Dental Corps 
Bird, Walter H., 18853A. 
Dixon, Edward R., 18863A. 
Gibson, Joseph R., 18912A. 
Kane, John P., 18931A. 
Mackown, John L., Jr., 18866A. 
Miller, Ernest L., 18915A. 
Mohnac, Alex M., 18921A. 
O'Hara, Donald M., 18862A. 
Osborn, Ewalt M., 18909A. 
Traynham, Charles H., 18892A. 
Waldmann, Raymond G., 18893A. 

Medical Service Corps 
Jarboe, Wallace E., 19470A. 
Johnson, William M., 19469A. 
Liles, Ben C., 19456A. 
Meyer, Alvin F., Jr., 19463A. 
Westra, Donald F., 19467A. 

Medical Corps 
Alexander, Charles P., 19303A. 
Bollerud, Jack, 19194A. 
Burnett, Jack F., 24107A. 
Colllns, Thomas A .• 27483A. 
Ellingson, Harold V., 19235A. 
Frese, Frederick J., Jr., 19177A. 
Goss, Frank A., 19259A. 
Jernigan, James P., 21722A. 
Keil, Philip G., 51322A. 
Kelley, William T., 20821A. 
Lackay, R. Howard, 19636A. 
Lau, Robert E., 19246A. 
Mears, Claud M., 21841A. 
Mills, Edward K., 19212A. 
Oden, Lewis H., Jr., 19950A. 
Perri, Frank A., 19230A. 
Rhoades, Gordon H., 22393A. 
Schlechter, John F., 19300A. 
Stapp, John P., 51323A. 
Wiedeman, Geoffrey P., 19264A. 

Veterinary Corps 
Snider, Charles H., 19009A. 

Nurse Corps 
Zeller, Dorothy N., 20915W. 

Chaplain 
Clasby, William J., 48563A. 
Daniels, John F., 48559A. 
Slivinski, Alphonse B., 18756A. 
(NOTE.-Dates of rank of all omcers nom-

inated for promotion will be determined by 
the Secretary of the Air Force.) 

The following persons for appointment in 
the Regular Air Force in the grades indi
cated, under the provisions of section 8284, 

title 10, United States Code, with a. view to 
designation under the provisions of section 
8067, title 10, United Sta~s Code, to per
form the duties indicated, and with dates 
of rank to be determined by the Secretary of 
the Air Force: ' 

To be captains, USAF (Medical) 
Joel A. Berman, A03079168. 
Daniel E. Christman, A03079210. 
Richard A. Davison, A03079357. 
Harold H. Fry, Jr., A03075655. 
John T. Jenkins, A03044552. 
Kermit B. Knudsen. 
Robert L. L'Ecuyer, A03074998. 
Robert E. Matejka, A03044293. 
Richard L. Masters, A03079078. 
David D. O'Brien, A03076999. 
Gerald W. Parker, A03044193. 
Oliver G. Robinson, Jr., A03078218. 
Jimmy R. Snoga, A03044108. 
Angelo P. Spoto, Jr., A03090248. 
Arthur R. Thelemann, Jr., A02237628. 

To be captains, USAF (Dental) 
John A. Austin, A03000053. 
Robert A. Broiling, A03043381. 
Arden G. Christen, A03045009. 
James P. Jones, A03043757. 
Sigurds 0. Krolls, A03077676. 
Paul H. McCarthy, A03041609. 
James W. O'Hara, Jr., A03001432. 

To be captain, USAF (Judge Advocate) 
Rudolph Sulllvan, A02236216. 

To be captains, USAF (Nurse) 
Mary L. Cole, AN2243868. 
Virginia J. Holt, AN762969. 

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Medical) 
Charles H. Bentlage, A03089234. 
William H. McCarthy, A03089207. 

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Dental) 
Gordon A. Riddell, A03090780. 
Ben Z. Swanson, A03090578. 
Robert K. Wettlaufer. 

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Judge 
Advocate) 

Donald P. Blinn, A02210911. 
John E. Bowen, A03060706. 
Thomas F. Burke, A03015791. 
Bernard A. Waxstein, Jr., A03059869. 

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Nurse) 
Jacqueline A. Burgess, AN2243196. 
Cassandra C. Curry, AN2242336. 
Rita E. Gengler, AN3090129. 
Betty L. McClenney, AN3077877. 
Joyce E. Whitaker, AN2242899. 
The following persons for appointment in 

the Regular Air Force in the grade indicated, 

under section 8284 of title 10, United States 
Code, with dates of rank to be determined by 
the Secretary of the Air Force: 

To be second lieutenants 

Distinguished Aviation Cadet Graduates 
Francis W. Barks, A03103443. 
Michael A. Brown, A03103730. 
Woodruff B. Halsey, A03103625. 
Robert E. Horton, A03103606. 
Kenneth D. Knight, A031035o5. 
David K. Lafl'erty, A03103753. 
Bill M. Lewis, A03103694. 
John E. Martin, A03103609. 
Ralph H. Mitchell, A03103611. 
John D. Muckleroy, A03103529. 
Robert C. Stauder, A03103570. 
John P. Ward, A03103716. 
Edward R. Warnock, A03103630. 
Subject to medical qualification and sub

ject to designation as distinguished military 
graduates, the following distinguished mili
tary students of the Air Force Reserve OID
cers' Training Corps for appointment in the 
Regular Air Force, in the grade of second 
lieutenant, under section 8284 of title 10, 
United States Code, with dates of rank to 
be determined by the Secretary of the Air 
Force: 
Russell D. Anthony, Tyler M. Jackson 

Jr. Charles S. Kanemori 
Charles R. Asfahl, Jr. Donald R. Kirtley 
Donald D. Baines James S. Lamdin 
Gerald R. Beller William W. Lofgren, 
Kenneth B. Brewer Jr. 
Edmund H. Carpenter, Hartwell D. Marks 

Jr. Stuart McElwain 
Roger P. Chassay, Jr. Henry G. McMath, Jr. 
Peter W. Cole Jack D. Miller 
Earnest L. Coleman Stewart C. Nichols 
Ronald L. Conklin John C. Niehoff 
Emil J. Crescenzi, Jr. Bradford S. Page 
George C. Daughan William W. Ph1111ps 
DonaldS. Edgecombe James H. Pim, Jr. 
Larry L. Fehrenbacher James V. Ricks, Jr. 
Oscar L. Ffetcher Edward T. Ristau 
Robert R. Gifford Ronald E. Roney 
Frank S. Giuliano Harold D. Shoemaker 
Denzil L. Green Harold M. Sistrunk 
FrankS. Greene, Jr. Arland T. Stein 
Patrick L. Harris Joseph L. Tessitore 
Colin A. Heath Thomas A. Tilghman 
Joseph E. Hickox Thomas G. Troyer 
Brian D. Hogg George L. Vaughn 
James C. Hook Frank W. Villaescusa 
William E. Houchin, Richard V. Vorheis 

Jr. George T. Weathers, Jr. 
Franklin A. Donald C. Westlake 

Hurlimann Arnold A. Wiebold 
Robert A. Jackson 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

REA: The Farmer's Friend 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, August 11, 1960 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
was privileged day before yesterday to 
attend the annual meeting of the Shen
andoah Valley Electric Cooperative at 
Harrisonburg, Va., and to address the 
members briefly. The accomplishments 
of this, the largest electric cooperative in 
my State, are truly impressive to me and, 
I hope, to my colleagues in this body. I 
ask unanimous consent to have my re-

marks on that occasion printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REA-THE FARMER'S FRIEND 
(Remarks of Senator A. WILLIS ROBERTSON 

at annual meeting of Shenandoah Valley 
Electric Cooperative, Harrisonburg, Va., 
August 9, 1960) 
In working as a boy on my grandfather's 

farm in Culpeper, I learned something about 
the problems confronting our farmers and 
a lot about the hard work that goes into 
the production of the Nation's food supply. 
Consequently, throughout my public service, 
first in the Senate of Virginia, and then 1n 
the Congress of the United States, plans to 
promote the weitare of the rural areas of our 
State and Nation have been for me major 
goals. Many of you will recall that as a. 

State senator, I advocated better roads, bet
ter schools and better conservation of our 
natural resources. I served on the commis
sion to lay out the State highway system; 
was a joint patron of the bill to create it; 
I was an active supporter of the Mapp bill 
which revised our public school system, and 
I helped to frame the bill that created the 
first game department. All of those pro
grams have paid rich dividends. In my 
opinion, Virginia's highway system, and es
pecially the secondary roads that serve rural 
areas, is second to none; our school system 
compares favorably with States of compara
ble per capita income and f,ew States can 
surpass the recreational opportunities of
fered by our State parks and public hunting 
and fishing areas, our national forests and 
our marshlands and beaches in the Tide
water area. 

In the Congress, two programs which I 
have supported from their inception, and 
which I feel have paid the richest dividends, 
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have been soil conservation and rural elec
trification. Both of these programs have 
been administered at the local level, both 
have been voluntary porgrams, the first pro
gram being a matching one in which local 
farmers contributed 50 percent or more of 
the cost of the program and the latter being 
supported without cost to the Federal Gov
ernment except for the loans made available 
to the REA co-ops, practically all of which 
have been met at maturity. 

One of the distressing aftermaths of World 
War II was the fact that American farmers 
were encouraged to greatly expand their pro
duction to meet the .needs of our allies as well 
as ourselves for food and fiber and after the 
end of that abnormal foreign demand for our 
farm products, no sound and workable plan 
has been developed under which our farmers 
could exchange what they produce for what 
they needed to buy at a fair and equitable 
price. However, the disparity in recent years 
between the farmer's share of the national 
income and that of either industry or organ
ized labor would have been far greater but 
for the benefits which our farmers have de
rived from the availability on the farm of 
electricity. In the 50-year period prior to 
the rural electrification program, urban com
munities fully enjoyed the blessings of elec
tric power and light but that advantage of a 
scientific age reached only 10 percent of our 
farmers. In 1935, prior to the start of the 
REA program, only 7.6 percent of Virginia 
farmers had electricity. Those of us who 
advocated the REA program argued that lack 
of modern equipment was keeping American 
farmers from enjoying a scale of living com
parable with their city brethren and lack of 
modern conveniences was making farm life 
unattractive to young people on whom we 
must depend for future food and fiber pro
duction. 

We said that since the Government had 
set up the Reconstruction Finance Corpora
tion as a lending agency for business enter
prises trying to work their way out of the 
great depression of the thirties, it was no 
more than reasonable to provide aid in the 
form of soundly secured loans for the 90 
percent of our farmers who had been denied 
advantages which most city dwellers had 
enjoyed for 50 years. Aside from the benefits 
to the farmers themselves we felt that this 
program would benefit the Nation generally 
by promoting more efficient production of 
food and would create a better balanced 
economy by encouraging small indus tries to 
locate in rural sections. 

The REA program has been even more 
successful than those of us who originally 
supported it could anticipate. We foresaw 
that electric lights would make it easier for 
the farmer to go about his chores and that 
electric power could reduce manual labor 
required for moving crops, grinding feed, 
milking and pumping water. We knew that 
electricity in the home would save the women 
from the drudgery of carrying water, stand
ing at the washtubs and enduring the heat 
of the wood cookstove. We did not fully 
anticipate how scarce and costly farm labor 
would become and how essential it would be 
to substitute electricity and machinery 
which, it has been estimated, now gives 
every man, woman and child in our coun
try the work equivalent of 30 hand workers. 
Nor were we able to imagine that a farmer 
would find as many as 250 productive uses 
for electricity, including the innovations 
which have helped to make the Shenandoah 
Valley one of the top poultry-producing 
areas of the Nation. 

When I attended the Shenandoah Co-op 
meeting in 1944 I was able to report that 
since the start of REA electrification of rural 
homes in the Nation had risen from 10 to 
around 42 percent and in Virginia from 
7.6 to 30 percent. At your meeting 2 years 
later I had figures showing that the national 
percentage was up to 45 percent and the 

Virginia figure to 35. It is even more pleas
ing to know today that the latest annual 
report of the REA showed Virginia had 
reached the national average, with 97 per
cent of our farms electrified. As for the 
Shenandoah Valley Electric Cooperative-it 
has become the largest in the State, with 
11,465 customers to whom it furnished last 
year 52,083,000 kilowatt-hours of electric 
power. 

The economic implications alone, are im
pressive enough to warrant considerable at
tention. Electricity, for its users, is simply 
energy in its most usable form. Once a farm 
is supplied with this silent, flexible, versatile 
means of energy, it automatically oecomes a 
potential market for all the products that 
have been devised to harness it for useful 
work. 

No amount of persuasive salesmanship on 
the part of any electrical appliance dealer 
could transform a farm family into a cus
tomer for his products without an available 
form of electric energy. 

Once a farm is electrified, however, it be
comes a potential customer for electric stoves 
and heaters, for lamps and washing ma
chines, for ironers, radios, television sets, 
milking machines, and modern plumbing 
operated by electric pumps. The list of prod
ucts that an electrified farm is in a position 
to buy is almost endless. The impact on 
our economy of this still-developing market 
is directly beneficial to thousands of stock
holders and millions of our industrial work
ers, some of whom may never have been on 
a farm at all. 

Benefits of the program to the farmer can 
appropriately be listed under the two heads: 
"Monetary Gain" and "Social Gain." 

1. MONETARY GAIN 

(a) Grinds feed for all farm stock. 
(b) Ten- to twenty-percent increase in egg 

production by poultry house lighting. 
(c) Ten-percent saving on feed by electric 

brooding and lighting and 2 weeks less fin
ishing time for broilers. 

(d) Marked increased efficiency in dairying 
through electric milking machines, sterilizers 
and coolers, cream separators and churns, 
and light in winter months in dairy barns. 

(e) Saving in fences through the use of 
electrified fences. 

(f) Electric hay driers especially valuable 
in curing alfalfa and pea hay. 

(g) Workshop, grinding mowing blades 
and repairing farm machinery. 

(h) Pumping water for household use, 
farm stock, and irrigation. 

(i) Labor-saving devices in the home 
such as washing machines, vacuum cleaners, 
electric irons, churns, ranges, hot-water 
heaters-in a word, the full equipment of 
a modern city apartment designed to be 
operated by the housewife without servant 
help. 

(j) The development of summer homes 
for city people. 

2. THE SOCIAL GAIN 

(a) Radio and prompt news coverage. 
(b) Adequate lighting, including study 

lights for schoolchildren and lighting for 
schoolhouses and churches. 

(c) Sanitary facilities made possible by 
pressure water systems. 

(d) Deep-freeze and locker units for win
ter consumption of fresh fruits and vege
tables as the means of a better balanced rural 
diet and the conservation of perishable 
foods. 

(e) The stimulation of community pride 
and the accentuation of the advantages of 
farming as a means of life by reducing the 
drudgery and inconveniences involved. The 
time saved to farm mothers in not having 
to fill oil lamps and clean lamp chimneys, 
churn by hand and not having to bend for 
hours over washboards can now be devoted 
to the improvement of family relations and 
to community enterprises. 

The electrical revolution that has taken 
place in the rural home has been even more 
impressive, in many ways, than the labor
saving equipment installed elsewhere on the 
farm. A variety of electric kitchen equip
ment, freezers, refrigerators, electrically con
trolled heating plants and television and 
radio sets have all served to make the farm 
home a more comfortable place to live. 

Estimates indicate that the average farm 
use of electricity has risen from 600 kilowatt
hours per year 25 years ago to nearly 4,000 
kilowatt-hours at the present time. In an
other 15 years, this consumption is expected 
to rise to the challenging total of more than 
10,000 kilowatt-hours annually. This is a 
figure both of challenge and opportunity, be
cause it indicates that the work of the REA 
is far from completion. 

The challenge will be to provide the nec
essary power to meet this anticipated need, 
to hold the cost to a reasonable figure and 
to assure that REA cooperatives will have 
their fair share of the giant power pools of 
the future. 

As we meet these challenges one by one, 
new ones will arise, based on technological 
changes we cannot now fully appreciate. But 
we must keep pace with all these changes 
or else allow our Nation's agriculture, which 
George Washington called "the noblest oc
cupation of man," slip into the position of 
a third-rate industry. 

It is not agriculture, alone, that looks to 
the REA to assure its future. Our national 
security, itself, as well as the general pros
perity of our population, depend on our abili
ty to bring to the beneficial use of all our 
people the electric power network on which 
all of us depend for communications, for con
veniences and for more efficient production. 

The REA has made it possible for millions 
of nonfarmers to make their homes in rural 
areas and for thousands of industries, small 
and large, to locate their plants along rural 
electric lines with such profitable and pleas
ant results for themselves and for their 
workers. 

But the rewarding ·satisfaction that I feel 
over the splendid results accomplished by a 
program which I supported at its inception 
25 years ago and have continued to support 
ever since, is tempered by the realization of 
the new problems both at home and abroad 
which have arisen for our farmers during 
those years. One relates to the disparity of 
income, to which I already have referred. 
One inflation factor which has eroded one
half of the purchasing power of our money 
is called the wage price spiral. Industry is 
organized and industrial labor is organized. 
And over a period of years when the actual 
cash income of farmers was declining, to say 
nothing of the decline in the purchasing 
power of the farm dollar, industry has 
granted to organized labor many wage in
creases which were promptly followed by 
price increases. Our farmers have never 
been able to control their output in the way 
that industry can control its output and the 
always serious problem of a fair and adequate 
price for farm products has during recent 
years been greatly complicated by the accu
mulation of price depressing surpluses, re
sulting from a poorly managed farm pro
gram. One of the major undertakings of the 
next Congress will be the disposal of those 
surpluses with a view to the establishment 
of a freer and more competitive market for 
our farm products. Another recent d!3velop
ment which is going to have a price-depress
ing effect, is the organization in Europe by 
six European nations, formerly the best cus
tomers for our cotton, tobacco, and wheat, of 
what is known as the Common Market. We 
fear that those six nations in order to stimu
late their own farm production may discrim
inate against our farm products. 

There also is another European trade or
ganization recently formed called the Outer 
Seven. That is an organization led by 
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Great Britain of seven nations that were not 
invited to join the Common Market group. 
The Outer Seven has organized for the pro
tection of their trade and perhaps to force 
trade concessions from the Common Market 
group. All of those 13 European nations, 
most of whom have been the beneficiary of 
lavish grants and loans from us since the 
end of World War II, have become highly 
competitive with us, especially in the indus
trial field. But since we are normally de
pendent on export markets for some 40 per
cent of our cotton and tobacco and some 
20 percent of our wheat, the problem of solv
ing in a satisfactory way our current farm 
problem can be intensified by trade restric
tions that may be adopted against us by 
these two European groups. 

While I know that our farmers are con
cerned about their economic future, I am 
sure that they are likewise concerned, as are 
all the rest of us, over the threat to our sur
vival posed by the rapidly developing miU
tary power of the Soviet bloc. We are now 
devoting, and as long as the cold war lasts, 
will continue to devote, at least one-half of 
our national revenue to the development of 
our Defense Establishment. While the So
viet Union may at the moment possess some 
slight superiority in the field of guided mis
siles and 1n the size and equipment of its 
land army, we still have overall military su
periority. We hope that a continuation of 
that superiority carrying with it the impli
cations of destructive retaliation in the 
event the Soviets should start another war, 
will be sufficient to preserve an uneasy peace. 
But all of us must recognize that it is an un
easy peace. All of us must recognize that in 
the event of another world war, the world
wide destruction by nuclear weapons will be 
so terrific that there can be no victor in the 
true sense of the word. Therefore, we should 
daily pray that the same God who befriended 
the early settlers in this valley against hos
tile Indians and gave them the strength and 
courage to overcome the hardships of a 
wilderness, that the same God who was the 
ally of the Founding Fathers during our 
fight for independence from Great Britain, 
and the same God who has enabled us to de
velop in a relatively brief period some 13 
small and struggling Colonies to a Union 
of 50 States-the richest and most powerful 
empire in the world-wlll continue to be our 
ally in the fight we are making against the 
anti-God ideology of communism. For, I am 
convinced that we labor in vain to build a 
temple of peace that is not dedicated to the 
victory of moral force. 

SENATE 
<Legislative day of Thursday, August 11, 

1960) 

FRIDAY, AuGusT 12, 1960 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Vice President. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, God, in the abundance of 
Thy mercy, another day is added to the 
record of the fast-hurrying years. 

We thank Thee for the petaled love
liness of summer fiowers, for the far-off 
twinkle of the stars, for the music of 
crystal streams, the deep call of the sea, 
the far stretches of the plains, and the 
purple majesty of the mountains. Heav
en and earth are full of Thee. 0 God, 

Soviets Tear Down United Nations
Statement by Senator Wiley and Edi
torial From the Milwaukee Journal 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, August 11,1960 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement 
I have prepared. It is entitled "Soviets 
Tear Down United Nations." I ask to 
have printed in the RECORD following 
my statement an editorial published in 
the Milwaukee Journal. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and the editorial were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

SOVIETS TEAR DoWN UNITED NATIONS 

(By Senator Wn.EY) 
The U.N.-serving the interests of peace, 

order, law, and justice--offers one of the 
great hopes of the 1960's for creating a world 
safe for freedom. 

Reflecting the will of mankind, the U.N. 
embodies great moral force. As this can 
be put into action, the outlook for a global 
climate in which the integrity of nations 
shall be respected and in which more people 
have an opportunity for self-determination 
will be greatly brightened. 

Only a youth 15 years old, the U.N. has 
taken hold of difficult situations and con
tributed to solutions of difficult problems 
which, if unresolved, might spark world 
war III. 

In addition, it offers one of the best hopes 
fo'l.' the newly emerging nations to get on 
their feet without imposition of outside 
forces stepping in and taking control. 

We recognize, of course, that the Commu
nists-both inside and outside the U.N.
specifically the Soviet Union and Red China, 
will continue their efforts to thwart ways to 
accomplish peace. The his·tory of the United 
Nations, in fact, reveals that time after time 
the Soviets have attempted to block efforts 
by the U.N. to resolve difficulties. Instead, 
they have themselves stirred up greater 
trouble. 

from whom we ask so much, show us 
that most of what we need to serve the 
present age is ours already if only we 
would stretch out the arms of our falter
ing faith to take it. 

As patriots, make us, we pray, worthy 
of the past and equal to the present. To 
this end, plant a more sensitive under
standing of our brother's need in our 
hearts. May the healing breezes of good 
will to all men blow across all the areas 
of our minds, cleansing our deepest de
sires of the dross of narrow nationalism 
and partisanship. Make us prophets of 
the new dawn of righteousness when 
earth's crooked things shall be made 
straight in the radiant Kingdom of Thine 
all-embracing love. 

In the Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 

[From the Milwaukee Journal, Aug. 9, 1960] 
SOVIETS TEAR DoWN u .N. 

From the beginning of the present African 
crisis, Soviet Russia has sought not to join 
in dampening fires of discord, but to add fuel 
to them. It has tried to set Africans against 
Africans, black men against white men, the 
Congolese against the United Nations. Even 
Secretary General Hammarskjold, a diplomat 
of cautious words, has openly criticized the 
Soviets for their troublemaking. 

There is nothing unusual about such Rus
sian activities, of course. From the time the 
U.N. came into being at San Francisco in 
1945, Moscow has sought in every possible 
way to thwart, discredit, and defeat it. 

More than any other nation, Russia used 
the veto power to frustrate U.N. action. 
Molotov, Vishinsky, Malik, and Gromyko 
sought to turn the world p eace forum into a 
hall of deceit, slander, and demagoguery. 

The Soviets encouraged the North Koreans 
to invade South Korea in defiance of the U.N., 
then long blocked U.N. efforts to win or end 
the war that resulted. They defied the U.N. 
in Hungary, after crushing the "freedom 
revolt," even refusing to let a U.N. investi
gating cominittee, or the Secretary General, 
enter that country. At the time of the Suez 
crisis, rocket-hurling threats of Khrushchev 
were of no help to U.N. leaders in trying to 
restore peace. Most recently, when U.N. 
representatives went into Lebanon to help 
that nation maintain independence, the 
Russians accused the U.N. of "foreign armed 
intervention." 

Efforts to hinder the U.N. have extended-" 
even to the subsidiary organizations, con
cerned not with peace and war, but with 
helping mankind live better. Russia has 
never contributed its proper shares finan
cially to such organizations. When it has 
participated in activities, the purpose has 
usually been to confuse or propagandize. 

Thus, from the start, the Soviets have 
tried to hamper the United Nations, even as 
they paid llpservice to the organization and 
mouthed dedication to its high U.N. prin
ciples. 

This is most obvious in connection with 
the very first purpose of the U.N., as set forth 
in article 1 of the charter. This purpose is 
"to maintain international peace and secur
ity." The Russians signed this pledge, along 
with all the others, at San Francisco. They 
constantly talk about peace, but they seem 
dedicated to blocking the U.N. from effec
tively carrying out this purpose for which it 
was created. 

of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, August 11, 1960, was dis
pensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting a 
nomination was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting the nom
ination of Edwin M. Martin, of Ohio, a 
.Foreign Service o:mcer of class 1, to be 
Assistant Secretary of State, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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